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Current Topics. 


A Belated Report. 

Ir Is satisfactory to learn, from the statement of the President 
at the recent meeting of the Law Society, that the Scotch Royal 
Commission on Registration of Title, appointed in 1906, has 
actually got so far as to consider its report, and that it is hoped 
it may be issued in the course of the present summer. 


The Principles of Agency in Parliamentary 
Elections. 

THE DECISION of PHILLIMORE and PICKFORD, JJ., in the 
Hartlepool election petition accords with the principles of 
agency as applied to parliamentary elections. Many persons 
will exclaim against the harshness and stringency of rules 
which render a candidate liable to be unseated by the act of a 
partizan who has provided refreshments for the electors, though 
the candidate himself has forbidden, and made every efiort to 
prevent, the least act of bribery. As was said by WILLES, J., in 
the Blackburn case (1869), “It does ‘not matter how well the 
member may have conducted himself in the election ; no matter 
how clear his character may be from any imputation of corrupt 
practice in the matter, yet if an authorized agent of his, a 
person who has been set in motion by him to conduct the election 
or canvass voters on his behalf, is, in the course of his agency, guilty 
of corrupt practices, an election obtained under such circumstances 
cannot be maintained. We cannot be surprised that the late Sir 
JOHN MELLOR, whohad in his political career considerable experience 
of contested elections, should as an election judge express his 
opinion that the election law was a cruel and somewhat hard law. 
We can only wonder that the number of members whose elections 
are endangered by the illegal practices of volunteers whose 
services they have casually recognized is not much greater than 
it appears to be. The heavy expenses attending an election 
petition, and the unlikelihood that a renewal of the electoral con- 
test will affect the balance of parties, is probably the reason why 
the penalties of the law are not more frequently exacted. 


Plans on Conveyances. 
THE SYSTEM of describing the parcels in a conveyance by 
reference to a plan is of obvious convenience, and has been exten- 
sively adopted in practice; but until the recent — of 
“ 
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SwINFEN EApy, J., in Ze Sansom and Narbeth’s Contract (reported 
elsewhere) there seems to have been no reported judicial authority 


entitling a purchaser to insist on a plan; nor does the decision go 
The 


so far as to entitle the purchaser to a plan in every case. 
learned judge has been careful to exclude cases where the exact 
delineation of the boundaries cannot reasonably be represented. 
In a large estate, he said, with many boundaries and abuttals, 
the insistence on a plan exactly defining the abuttals at every 
point might lead to interminable litigation. But he admitted 
the right in cases where the property had been previously dealt 
with by plan, and also in ordinary simple cases where a plan 
would assist the description of the parcels. The justification of 
a plan has been said to rest on the principle that ‘‘ the purchaser 
is entitled to have inserted in the conveyance such a description of 
the property sold as will clearly identify the land intended to be 
assured” (Williams on Vendor and Purchaser, p. 557). The 
leading description should be by words, and the plan is only used 
for elucidating that description ; but, subject to this reservation, 
a plan is of service in securing that identification of the property 
to which the purchaser is entitled. This view appears to have 
been taken by FARWELL, J., in an unreported case, /?e Sparrow and 
James’ Contract, referred to in Seaborne’s Vendors and Purchasers 
(7th ed., p. 406), and quoted by Swinren Eapy, J, in the 
present case. We hope to return to the matter hereafter. 


The Jurisdiction of the Court over Solicitors. 

THE VERY wide terms of R. 8. C. ord. 52, r. 25, which gives the 
court a summary jurisdiction over solicitors, have had a reasonable 
restriction placed on them by the Divisional Court (BRAY and 
CoLERIDGE, JJ.) in [’e Y. (ante, p. 459), and it has been decided 
that the jurisdiction is not exerciseable in a case where money is 
received by a solicitor from his client as a loan and not to hold on 
behalf of the client. ‘The rule provides that “ where the relation- 
ship of solicitor and client exists or has existed, a summons may 
be issued by the client or his representatives for delivery of a 
cash account, or the payment of moneys, or the delivery of 
securities,” and the court may order the solicitor to deliver a 
list of the moneys or securities “which he bas in his custody 
or control on behalf of” the client, or to bring into court the 
whole or any part of the same. The words “relationship of 
solicitor and client” and “ payment of moneys” might be held 
to apply toany case in which money is due from a solicitor to one 
who is or has been his client ; but the subsequent words shew 
that the money must be held by the solicitor on behalf of the client, 
and this is not the case where the money is lent. Itis then held by 
the solicitor on his own behalf, subject only to the liability to repay 
it in accordance with the terms of the loan. In the present case 
a sum of £300 had been paid by a client to his solicitor on the 
terms of a document under which it was to be either repaid to, 
or invested for, the client three months after demand, and in 
the meantime interest was to be paid quarterly at the rate of £5 
per cent. per annum. The Divisional Court naturally held that 
this was a loan, and that the £300 was not in the custody or 
control of the solicitor on behalf of his client within the meaning 
of the rule, and accordingly a summary order for payment which 
had been made in chambers was discharged. 


Security for Costs and Appeals in Forma Pauperis. 
THE FULL Court of Appeal in Willé v. St. John (ante, p. 457) 
have removed the difficulty which may arise when an order made 


will be entertained: Biggs v. Dagnall (1895, 1 Q. B. 207). For 
this purpose he must prove that he is not worth £25, his 
wearing apparel and the subject-matter of the cause or 
matter only excepted: R.S.C. ord. 16, r. 22. But the order for 
security for costs may precede the order for appealing in fori 
pauperis, and then, if it is not complied with and remains opera- 
tive, it deprives the appellant of the benefit of the later order. In 
Willé v. St. John (supra) it was contended that it had this effect, 
and that the appellant, who had obtained leave to appeal as a 
pauper, could not proceed with the appeal, since he had not given 
security. But the Court of Appeal overruled this contention, 
and heard and dismissed the appeal (an/e, p. 269 ; 1910, 1 Ch. 325), 
but reserved their reasons as to the effect of the orders to a 
later day. In giving the reasons (ante, p. 457), the Master of 
the Rolls has pointed out that, on an application for a pauper 
order, the Court of Appeal has a discretion whether to allow it 
or not, but that, if allowed before the time for complying with 
the security order has expired, it overrides that order, and admits 
the pauper to appeal without security. Thus an order for security 
ceases to be operative if the appellant, before the time limited 
for giving security expires, obtains a pauper order. 


The Parliament Bill. 


THE PARLIAMENT Bill has now been printed, and consists of a 


| preamble and six clauses. The preamble states that “ it is intended 


to substitute for the House of Lords as it at present exists a 
Second Chamber constituted on a popular, instead of hereditary, 
hasis,” but that meanwhile the existing powers of the House of 
Lords require to be restricted. Clause 1 relates to Money Bills, 
and provides for such Bills (in the event of their not being passed 
hy the House of Lords without amendment) being presented to 
the King and becoming Acts of Parliament, ‘ notwithstanding 








j 
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against an appellant for security for costs is followed by an order | 


admitting him to appeal in formé pauperis. By R.S.C. ord. 58, 
r. 15, such security for the costs of an appeal is to be given as 
may be directed under special circumstances by the Court of 
Appeal ; and if the respondent can shew that the appellant will 
be unable through poverty to pay the costs of the appeal, if un- 
successful, this is a ground for ordering him to give security 
(Harlock v. Ashberry, 19 Ch. D. 84) ; and even though the respon 
dent might be able to pay, security will be ordered if he has no 
property against which payment can be enforced: /hitaker v. 
Kershaw (44 Ch. D. 296). But the appellant may, if his means 
are small enough, anticipate an order for security by 
applying to be allowed to appeal in formd pauperis, and 
after he has obtained permission no application for security 





that the House of Lords have not consented to the Bill.” The 
Speaker is to say whether a Bill is a Money Bill or not, and 
“when a Bill to which the House of Lords has not consented is 
presented to His Majesty for assent as a Money Bill, the Bill 
shall be accompanied by a certificate of the Speaker of the House 
of Commons that it is a Money Bill.” Later on in the Bill, it is 
proposed that a “ certificate of the Speaker given under 
this Act shall be conclusive, and shall not be questioned in any 
court of law.” No provision, however, is made for the printed 
copy of the Speaker's certificate (which would presumably be 
annexed to every such Bill) being sufficient evidence of 
the certificate. Clause 2 deals with Bills other than Money Bills 
being presented for Royal Assent after being rejected three 
times by the House of Lords. In this case no provision is made 
for any certificate being given by the Speaker to the effect that 
the assent of the Lords is not required. The Speaker is to 
certify that any necessary alterations in a Bill have not destroyed 
its identity, but it does not appear how it is to be ascertained 
whether the absence of the Lords’ consent invalidates the Act or 
not. Presumably it would be recited in the Act that the Bill 
had been rejected three times by the Lords and that the necessary 
term of two years had elapsed between the first introduction in 
the House of Commons and the third time of being passed in 
the House of Commons. But there is nothing in the present 
Bill, as now drafted, to prevent the question being raised in a 
court of law that a particular Act—not being a “ Money Bill”— 
was invalid on the ground that the consent of the House of Lords 
was essential to its legal validity and had not been given. Clause 
5 proposes to substitute five years for the seven years fixed by 
the Septennial Act, 1715, as the maximum duration of Parlia- 
ment. 


Covenants Where Same Person is Covenantor and 
Covenantee. 

AN INTERESTING decision has been given by WARRINGTON, J., 
in Ellis v. Kerr (1910, 1 Ch. 529), with reference to the possibility 
of suing on a covenant where the same person is included both 
as @ covenantor and a covenantee. We briefly noticed the 
decision ante, p. 321, but it deserves somewhat further dis 
cussion. In a marriage settlement the husband assigned a life 
policy to three trustees, and he himself and two of the trustees 
covenanted with the three trustees to pay the prem‘ums. The 
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non-covenanting trustee retired, and a new trustee was appointed, 
who, on default being made in payment of the premiums, 
sued the two covenanting trustees on the covenant. They 
successfully raised the plea that the covenant created no legal 
liability, and the action was dismissed, but withont prejudice 
to a further action on any obligation arising otherwise 
than on the covenant. It may be taken as clear that the 
inclusion of the same person in a joint covenant as both 
covenantor aud covenantee deprives it of legal effect, since 
such person is a necessary party to any action on it, and 
he cannot be both plaintiff and defendant. And in Dev Tustet 
vy. Shaw (1 B. & Ald. 164) Lord ELLENBoRovGH, C.J., held 
further, that the covenant could not be treated as creating an 
equitable debt cognizable in a court of law, since a court of law 
had not the means for taking accounts and adjusting the rights 
of the parties. It would seem to follow that, since the Judi- 
cature Acts, such a covenant can be regarded as creating an 
equitable liability of which any division of the High Court can 
take nctice, but WARRINGTON, J., does not so apply Lord 
ELLENBOROUGH’S judgment. ‘The equitable debt to which Lord 
ELLENBOROUGH referred was a debt arising, not on the 
covenant, but out of the transactions of which the giving of the 
covenant was one. An action on the covenant as such cannot be 
maintained at the present time any more than formerly it could 
be maintained at law. The case, in the opinion of WARRINGTON, 
J., was not strengthened by the fact that the defendants were 
trustees. They were trustees of a covenant which had no legal 
existence, and as long as the claim was founded on the covenant 
only, the trust also was non-existent. Whether, as the learned 
judge suggested, there are under the circumstances means of 
enforcing a liability apart from the covenant does not appear to 
beclear. In De Tastet v. Shaw the liability arose out of partnership 
transactions, and therefore existed independently of the covenant. 
The case of trustees of a marriage settlement is quite different, 
and it may be questioned whether they are liable in equity in 
respect of property or obligations which have never come into 
existence. 


Rights and Liabilities of Author of Dramatic 
Composition. 

THE First Chamber of the Court of Appeal for the Depart- 
ment of the Seine has, in a judgment just delivered, examined 
the rights and liabilities of an author with whom a contract has 
been made for the composition of a dramatic piece. It appears 
that M. Henri BATAILLE and Madame SarAH BERNHARDT in 
May, 1907, signed an agreement whereby M. BATAILLE agreed to 
execute, and Madame BERNHARDT agreed to accept, a trans- 
lation and adaptation of ‘‘ Faust” for performance in 1908. 
And it was expressly stipulated that there should be a penalty 
of 20,000 frances for non-performance on either side of the agree- 
ment. M. BATAILLE submitted his work ; parts were assigned to 
different performers, and the scenery and costumes were provided. 
Madame BERNHARDT was not, however, satisfied with the piece, 
although the author at her request made a number of alterations. 
Finally she declared that the play was hopelessly tedious, 
and that she could not place it upon the stage. She must, there- 
fore, decline to go on with the rehearsals and must ask the author 
to reconstruct his work from the beginning. M. BATAILLE refused 
to submit to this requisition, and brought his action to recover 
the penalty for non-performance of the agreement. Madame 
BERNHARDT counterclaimed for the expenses which she had 
incurred in preparing the piece for the stage, estimated at 
50,000 franes. he Civil Tripunal of the Seine decided that the 
plaintiff was not entitled to the pena'ty, and was liable for 
10,000 francs, part of the expenses claimed. Upon appeal, the 
First Chamber reversed this decision. After stating the facts, 
they observe that they are unable to accept the proposition 
that the author of a dramatic piece cannot be required to 
make alterations in it so as to adapt it for performance in 
the theatre. It may contain passages calculated to offend 
the audience, and, moreover, the rehearsals and a_ closer 
study of the language may suggest various modifications 
of the original design. The author may insist that he only 
should be the person to carry out the alterations, but he must 
be prepared to submit to any reasonable alteration of his work 


which is consistent with its original character and design. It 
appeared from the evidence that M. BATAILLE had in fact made 
numerous alterations, but Madame BERNHARDT had ultimately 
insisted that he should not merely retouch but entirely recon- 
struct his work. The court considered that this demand was 
not warranted by the agreement, and gave judgment in his 
favour for the penalty of 20,000 franes, and against Madame 
BERNHARDT with regard to her claim for damages, and ordered 
that she should, within eight days, deliver up to the author 
the manuscript of his play. English cases on the construction 
of contracts with dramatic authors are not numerous, and the 
decision of a foreign court which is founded upon usages which 
are familiar to the theatrical profession, irrespective of its 
nationality, will be read with interest. 


Statutory Powers of Corporations. 


IN OUR ISSUE of March 19th (an/c, p. 354) we referred to the 
decision of PARKER, J., in Stourcliffe Estate Co. v. Bournemouth 
Corporation, and we ventured to remark that the distinction 
drawn by the learned judge between cases where lands acquired 
under statutory powers are specifically described in an enabling 
statute and cases where they are not so described did not appear 
to be very satisfactory. The decision of PARKER, J., has now 
been affirmed by the Court of Appeal (7'imes, April 28th), but 
apparently not on the ground of the distinction above mentioned. 
One of the cases relied on in the court below was [ie South- 
Eastern Railway and Wiffin’s Contract (1907, 2 Ch. 366), decided by 
NEVILLE, J. There, as in the present case, the land had actually 
been acquired by voluntary agreement with respect to the terms 
of its acquisition, though under statutory powers. The Court 
of Appeal do not altogether approve of this decision of NEVILLE, 
J. The Master of the Rolls says in his judgment, with reference 
to the case, that, though right in its result, it was not wholly 
satisfactory in the reasoning which led to that result. NEVILLE, 
J., arrived at his conclusion by treating a voluntary agreement 
under statutory powers as exactly analogous to actual compulsory 
acquisition from a landowner, and professed to follow the House of 
Lords’ decision in Ayr Harbour Trustees vy. Oswald (8 A. C. 623), 
a case of compulsory acquisition. The Court of Appeal now say 
that the principle of Ayr Harbour Trustees v. Oswald does not 
govern the present case. Apparently, then, in lieu of the distine- 
tion taken by PARKER, J. (already referred to), the distinction 
in these cases as to a corporation’s ability to waive the exercise 
of statutory rights depends on whether the land is taken com- 
pulsorily (¢.¢., without any bargaining with the owner) or by 
voluntary agreement with the owner—in both cases, of course, 
in exercise of statutory powers. The decision of the Court of 
Appeal seems to mean that in the former case the acquiring 
body may not, and in the latter case it may, bind itself not to 
exercise all its statutory powers over the land acquired. 


Transfer of Shares in English.Company by Married 
Woman Domiciled in Scotland, 


A CURIOUS question has recently been raised on the construc- 
tion of section 6 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, as to 
the transfer of shares standing in the sole name of a married 
woman. Section 6 enacts that “shares inany... company... 
which are standing in her name [i.c. in the name of a married 
woman] shall be deemed, unless and until the contrary be shewn, 
to be the separate property of such married woman, and the fact 
that any such . . . share is standing in the sole name of a married 
woman shall be sufficient primé jacie evidence that she is bene- 
ficially entitled thereto for her separate use so as to authorize 
and empower her to... transfer the same. . . without the con- 
currence of her husband, and to indemnify the . . . directors of 
every such company in respect thereof.” The Act does not extend to 
Scotland, and the question has been asked whether the capacity 
of a married woman domiciled in Scotland to transfer shares 
standing in her name in an English company is governed by the 
law of her domicil at the time of the transfer, so that the company 
might require the concurrence of her husband in the transfer, 
if such concurrence is necessary by the law of Scotland. The 








eneral rule may be taken to be that a transfer of property, good 
; the law of the owner’s domicil, is valid, wherever else the 
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property is situate. But it does not follow that a transfer made 
by the owner according to the law of the place of the 
actual situs of the property would not as completely divest his 
title, nor even that a transfer by him in any other foreign 
country which would be good according to the law of that 
country would not be equally effectual although he might not 
have his domicil there. We may assume that shares are locally 
situate where the company has its head office, and that the 
transfer of shares is analogous to the assignment of a debt which 
(it is tolerably well settled) is valid if made in accordance with 
the /ex situs, in so far as a situs or locality can, by a sort of 
analogy, be attributed to a debt. The inconvenience of requiring 
the formalities of a transfer of shares in an English company to 
be affected by the domicil of the transferor are manifest. The 
question may be answered by saying that in the case of a 
transfer of shares in an English company the section must be 
construed according to the ordinary meaning of its words, and 
that there is nothing to make it necessary for the company to 
make any inquiry as to the domicil of the transferor. 


Remoteness of Damage. 

AN INTERESTING case as to the proper measure of damages 
recoverable for breach of contract lately came before JELF, J.: 
see Sapwell v. Bass (Times, April 28th). The plaintiff made a 
contract with the defendant that the defendant’s racehorse, a 
stallion named Cyllene, should in the year 1909 serve one of the 
plaintiff's brood mares for a fee of £315, to be paid at the time of 
service. Before the year 1909 arrived, the defendant sold 
Cyllene to go to South America. In an action for breach of con- 
tract, the plaintiff claimed as damages 700 guineas, being the 
expected profit from a foal by Cyllene. JELF, J., gave judg- 
ment for the plaintiff for 1s. nominal damages, holding that there 
had been a breach of contract, but that the damages claimed for 
expected profit were too remote, and there was no evidence of 
any legal damage. The learned judge thought the expected 
profit was “of a totally problematical character,” and was not 
“the reasonable and natural result of the defendant’s breach,” 
and not “within the contemplation of beth parties at the time 
the contract was made.” Two cases relating to contingent loss of 
profit were cited —Simpson v. London and North-Western Railway 
(1 Q. B. D. 274) and Watson vy. Aimleryule Railway (15 Sur. 448). 
JELF, J., thought the present case fell rather within the opinion 
expressed by ERLE, J., in the latter case, and not within the decision 
in the former case. Both these cases were actions against railway 
companies for not delivering goods. In Simpson v. London and 
North-Western Railway goods were not delivered on a show ground 
in time for exhibition at an agricultural show, and the plaintiff 
was held entitled to damages for loss of possible profit expected 
to be made by advertising the goods and so making sales. In 
Watson v. Ambergate Railway models were not delivered in time for 
a prize competition. ERLE, J., thought the mere chance of gaining 
& prize too remote for a claim of damage, though Patreson, J., 
thought otherwise. Opinions may very reasonably differ as to 
whether JELF, J., rightly preferred the dictum of ERLE, J. The 
contingent profit of the exhibition in Simpson v. London and 
North-Western Railway certainly seems closely analogous to the 
contingent profit of the owner of the mare in the present case. 


Costly Litigation. 

WE READ in a newspaper report that judgment has been 
delivered by Mr. EpDwarp POoLLock, the Official Referee, in an 
action by an electrical company against the proprietors of a 
colliery, claiming £1,150, balance due for the value of electrical 
pumping machinery and plant supplied for the mine. A counter- 
claim for £32,000 was made by the defendants for losses which 
they alleged were caused by the defects and breakdown of the 
machinery. ‘The case lasted forty days, and the newspaper report 
states it has been estimated that the joint costs of the parties 
will amount to over £10,000, counsels’ fees coming to 4,000 
guineas. The referee, in giving judgment, is reported to have 
said that the time which the case had lasted was, in his opinion, 
unjustified. He came to the conclusion that the plantiffs were 
right, and after awarding the defendants £50 on the counterclaim, 
entered judgment for the plaintiffs for £1,105, with costs on the 
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yond the newspaper report and only mention it to point out that 
the facts and figures, if correctly stated, seem to invite serious 
discussion as to whether the procedure of our superior courts is 
not urgently in need of amendment. The plaintiffs in the par- 
ticular case were a trading corporation possibly well supplied with 
the sinews of war. But cases in which the plaintiff, though his 
claim might amount to £1,000, would be wholly unable to 
support the burden of litigation so costly as that which has been 
described may easily be imagined, and it is more than likely that 
in some of these cases there would be a failure of justice, the 
plantiff having to submit to unreasonable demands rather than 
incur liabilities whichhe had no prospect of satisfying. It is worthy 
of consideration whether a general and discretionary power in 
matters of common law jurisdiction to give to a successful party 
costs as between solicitor and client might not be the best remedy. 





Sales by Auction in Different Countries. 

PUBLIC ATTENTION has recently been attracted to the sub- 
ject of sales by auction by a report that in several cases “ sales 
by Dutch auction” have been substituted for the ordinary sales, 
In the Dutch auction the usual proceeding is reversed, the 
property being offered at a higher price than that which the 
seller is willing to accept, and gradually lowered till a purchaser 
is found. Sales by auction, and the preparation of conditions 
of sale, are, of course, an important department of the legal 
business of this country, and, having regard to the large num- 
ber of sales which are carried out under the supervision of the 
English courts, it is rather singular that such sales have less 
of an official character than they would possess either in Scotland 
or on the Continent. In Paris, properties held in undivided 
shares as to the value of which the owners have not been able 
to agree, or forming part of the estate of some deceased person 
in which minors or persons under disability are interested ; pro- 
perty sold by mortgagees, and, in short, everything which is put 
up for sale by process of law, is offered for sale by the auctioneer 
in a spacious apartment which is an appendage to the Palais de 
Justice, in the presence of a judge, who has to decide any ques 
tion as to the person to whom the property has been knocked 
down. The sale is by the burning of a taper, and there is an 
“upset” price. The Scottish “roup” differs from the ordinary 
auction in having a judge of roup and an upset price. But we 
have no reason to believe that the differences of procedure are 
in any way reflected in the activity of business in the different 
communities. 


Omission in a Trust Deed. 

IN THE Jimes of the 30th of April is published an account of 
the “A. K. Travelling Fellowships ”—two fellowships recently 
founded by M. ALBERT KAHN, a Frenchman, for the benefit of 
inhabitants of the British Isles. A good many of the clauses of 
the trust deed by which the foundation is to be governed are 
printed in extenso. Clause 12 was evidently drafted by a person 
who had had very little experience of printing. The clause runs: 
“Every fellow shall, at the expiration of his fellowship, 
furnish to the trustees a report containing his impressions of the 
countries visited by him, and the results of his travels, which 
report shall not exceed jifty printed (foolscap) pages in length. . g 
As nothing is said about the size of type to be employed, or the 
number of lines in a page, it is obvious that there is practically 
no limit placed on the length of a report, and that the founder's 
intentions on the subject are undiscoverable upon the face of the 
document. 


An Australian Appeal. 

THE New South Wales appeal, Hordern v. Hordern, was 
heard last week by the Privy Council, and was remarkable in 
the fact that counsel on each side included an Australian barrister. 
It is believed that this is the first occasion on which a member of 
the local bar has appeared on each side in an Australian appeal 
to the Privy Council, though the practice is common enough in 
Canadian appeals. The respondents’ counsel in Hordern vy. Hor- 
dern were not called upon and judgment was reserved. The 
result of the appeal is apparently sufficiently indicated, namely, 
that the judgment appealed from will be upheld in favour of the 
respondents, the executors of the will of the late SAMUEL 





claim and counterclaim. We have no knowledge of the case be- 
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Contracts in Restraint of Alienation 
and the Rule Against Perpetuities. 


[A criticism of the decision in South-Eastern Railway v. Associated 
Portland Cement Manufacturers (1900) (Limited). | 


I. 


TuE decision of the Court of Appeal in the recent case of South- 
Eastern Railway Co. v. Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers 
(1900) (Limited) (1910, 1 Ch. 12) involves the conclusions that, 
since the rule against perpetuities has no direct application to 
contracts as such, contracts to convey or create an interest in 
land at some future time (however remote) are enfcrceable, not 
only in damages but specifically, against the original contractor ; 
and this is equally the case where the original contractor is a 
corporation enjoying immortal existence as where he is a natural 
person whose career must be terminated bydeath. It is respect- 
fully submitted that these conclusions are open to criticism. 

In that case, by an agreement dated the 31st of May, 1847, and 
reciting that the plaintiffs required to purchase certain land 
belonging to C. for the purposes of a branch railway, it was agreed 
that if C., his heirs, appointees or assigns, should at any time 
thereafter be desirous that a tunnel or archway under the proposed 
railway, where it was intended to pass over the said land, should 
be constructed for the purpose of carrying chalk from the south 
side of the railway to the Thames or for any other purpose, he 
or they should be at liberty, at his or their own expense, to construct 
such a tunnel or an archway, provided that in such construction he 
or they should not interfere with the railway or impede the traffic 
on the line, and that the said tunnel or arch should be constructed 
to the satisfaction, and under the direction, of the plaintiffs’ 
engineer. Then by a deed-poll dated the 31st of December, 1847, 
C. conveyed the land to the plaintiffs, their successors and assigns, 
with a so-called reservation purporting to reserve to C., his heirs, 
appointees and assigns, the right and liberty which was contracted 
for by the agreement. C. died in 1880, having devised all his 
estate to W. M. C., who in 13884 leased to X. lands on 
either side of the line, with full powers of working chalk, 
for fifty-seven years ; and in 1890 this lease was assigned 
to the defendants. The defendants insisted that they were 
entitled to construct the tunnel referred to in the agreement 
and deed-poll of 1847; and the plaintiffs brought the action 
for an injunction to restrain them from doing so. The plaintiffs 
mainly based their claim on the rule laid down in London and 
South-Western Railway Co. v. Gomm (20 Ch. D. 562), and main- 
tained that the rights purported to be reserved to C., his heirs 
or assigns, in 1847 were void, because (if valid) they might be 
asserted at any future time, however remote, which would be in 
contravention of the rule against perpetuities. SWINFEN Eapy, 
J., decided in the defendants’ favour on the grounds (1) that 
the conveyance reserved an immediate easement of tunnelling, 
not a right to aris« at a future time, and (2) that by the agree 
ment of 1847 the plaintiffs had given their consent in advance 
to the execution of further accommodation works under section 71 
of the Railway Clauses Act, 1845. In the Court of Appeal 
the judgment for the defendants was affirmed, but the grounds 
alleged for this decision were that the rule against per: etuities 
has no application where the action is brought against the 
original covenantor and not azainst his assign, and that the 
rule in Gomm’s case relates solely to actions against the original 
covenantor’s assigns. The learned judges (Cozens-Harpy 
M.R., and Mouton and FARWELL, L.JJ.) all remarked that the 
rule against perpetuities has no application to personal contracts, 
of which kind they pronounced the agreement of 1847 to be. Lord 
Justice FARWELL especially declared it to be settled beyond argu- 
ment that an agreement merely personal, not creating any interest 
in land, is not within the rule against perpetuities ; and said that 
the fact that there is some connection with, or reference to, land 
does not make a personal contract by A. less a personal contract 
binding on him, with all the remedies arising thereout, 
unless the court can by construction turn it from a 
personal contract into a limitation of land, and a limitation 
of land only. He pointed out that, as regards the original 





contractor, a contract may amount to a limitation of 
land void for perpetuity, but may nevertheless contain 
a personal covenant binding on him because the rule against 
perpetuities has no application to such a covenant. And he 
asserted that the real answer to the argument founded on the 
inconvenience of tying up land is that the action on the covenant 
sounds in damages, unless the defendant still has the land to 
which the covenant relates. In that case, he pronounced, the 
remedy of specific performance is available, unless the court 
consider it would be inequitable so to enforce the contract. And 
he declared that in the case before him he should have no 
hesitation in decreeing specific performance. It should be added 
that, in the course of the argument, the learned Lord Justice 
expressed the opinion that the passage in Lewison Perpetuities, 
pp. 619, 620 (where the author contends that the rule against 
perpetuities governs grants of easements to commence at a future 
time), is correct so far as relates to a right against real estate, 
but has nothing to do with a personal covenant. 

It is, of course, a question of the construction of the agreement 
of 1847, whether the vendor thereunder contracted for an 
immediate easement, or for an easemerit to commence at a future 
time. With great respect to Mr. Justice SWINFEN Eapy, it is 
submitted that what was contracted for was really an easement 
to commence at a future time. It does not appear that the 
vendor or his successors in title were to have the right to carry 
chalk or anything else, or even to pass empty-handed under or 
across the railway until the tunnel should have been made ; and 
the tunnel was only to be made if and at such future time as he 
or they should choose, and it was, moreover, to be constructed at 
his or their expense and to the satisfaction of the plaintiffs’ 
engineer. It is thought, therefore, that the exercise of the option 
to make the tunnel, incurring the expense of its construction, 
and obtaining the approval of the plaintiffs’ engineer were all 
conditions precedent to the commencement of the easement con- 
tracted for. Presumably, the Court of Appeal took this view of 
the meaning of the agreement. It seems, then, that C., the 
vendor, contracted with the plaintiffs for a right of re-entry for 
himself, his heirs or assigns, at any future time upon the land 
sold for the purpose of making the tunnel, and for the right, after 
the tunnel should have been made, of using it to carry chalk or 
for other purposes. 

Now if, as Lord Justice FARWELL says, easements to com- 
mence at a future time are required to be such as must commence 
(if at all) within the period allowed by the rule against per- 
petuities, how wasthe agreement so made to be specifically per- 
formed? The agreement was, in effect, made on the sale of the 
land, and to carry it out exactly it would be necessary, on con- 
veyance of the land, to assure to the vendor, his heirs or assigns, 
a vaiid legal—or at least an equitable—right to enter upon and 
use the land as agreed. But how could this be done ? : If grants 
of easements to commence at a future time are governed by the 
rule against perpetuities, any attempted limitation of a legal or 
an equitable easement over the land would be void, if the ease- 
ment might by possibility commence at some future period out- 
side the rule. That is to say, it would be impossible by any 
deed to assure to the vendor’s heirs or assigns any right to an 
easement, which was to commence at such future time as he or 
they might select. It appears, then, that specific performance of 
the contract was impossible because the law does not allow of 
the valid limitation of such an easement as was contracted for. 

With great respect to the learned judges who decided the 
case on appeal, it is hard to see that the action before them 
was merely on the plaintiffs’ personal covenant, that is, their 
promise to grant the right in question. The defendants were claim- 
ing as the assigns of C., and more than twenty-one years after 
his death, to exercise the right agreed to be granted, and actually 
to enter upon the land sold. They were not seeking the perform- 
ance of the promise to grant, but were asserting a right actually 
and immediately inherent in themselves, through the plaintiffs’ 
assurance, to go upon the land and construct the tunnel. They 
had, of course, no legal (as distinguished from equitable) right of 
entry or easement, as no such right could be reserved by the 
deed-poll. That instrument could only operate as the deed of 
C., and toconfer upon C., bis heir and assigns, a legal easement, 
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a regrant by deed executed by the plaintiffs was necessary. 
But the defendants were claiming to exercise a present 
right of entry, and they could only have that under the 
a that equity treats a valid contract to grant an easement 
over land as equivalent to a present limitation of that easement. 
But if the easement agreed to be granted be such that no 
valid limitation or assurance of it can be made either at law 
or in equity, how can the right promised to be given be 
actually enforced under the doctrine that what is agreed to 
be done shall be treated as already accomplished ? Consider 
the eontract as performed, and you would have a limitation, 
which would be void as contravening the policy of the law. 
How, then, can the promisee be entitled at once to enjoy or 
exercise in specie the right contracted for ? 

It is respectfully submitted that the real ground of the deci- 
sion in Gomm’s cuse (20 Ch. D. 562) was this, namely, that where 
a limitation of a future estate or interest (whether legal or 
equitable) in land would be void for remoteness, if actually made 
by way of immediate assurance, a contract to make such a 
limitation shall not, under the rule that what is agreed to be 
done is to be treated as accomplished, confer any valid right to 
or against the land (see the judgment of JESSEL, M.R., 20 Ch. 
D. 580-583). For example—if A., in consideration of £100 
paid to him by B., grant Blackacre to B. in fee simple to the 
use of A., in fee simple, with a proviso that on payment by B., 
his executors, administrators or assigns, to A., his heirs or assigns, 
of the sum of £500 at the expiration of twenty-one years after 
the death of A., or simply at the end of sixty or even twenty 
two years after the grant, the land shall go and be held to the 
use of the person making such payment in fee simple, that proviso 
would be a void limitation; and B. could no more recover the 
£100 paid to A. than he could recover a bet voluntarily paid. 
And the limitation contained in the proviso would be equally void, 
and the £100 equally irrecoverable, if the grantor were a corpora- 
tion. Then the true doctrine of Gomm’s case, as it is submitted, 
is that a contract to make such a limitation cannot confer any 
equitable right to or against the land, in whosesoever’s hands the 
land may be. But if the decision in South-Eastern Railway Co. 
v. Associated Portland Cement, dc. (Limited) be right, it would 
follow that a contract by a corporation to make such a limitation 
would be specifically enforceable against the corporation re- 
maining owner of the land, notwithstanding that, if the limitation 
were actually made (without any preliminary contract), it would 
be void. So also if, as Lord Justice FARWELL declared, grants 
of easements to commence in futuro are governed by the rule 
against perpetuities, a direct grant, whether by a corporation or 
by a natural person, to X., his heirs and assigns, of an easement 





of tunnelling and right of way to commence two hundred, or 
sixty, or even twenty-two years hence, would be void. But 
according to their lordships’ judgments in the case criticised, a 
contract by a corporation to make such a grant would neverthe- 
less confer, as against the corporation, an actual equitable right 
to enjoy the easement in specie. These appear to be absurd 
conclusions. T. CypRIAN WILLIAMS. 
(To he continued.) 


Sir John Hollams. 

WE have this week to record the death of a solicitor whose name, 
as was well said when his portrait was presented to the Law Society, 
was a household word in the City of London and in commercial 
circles. The career of Sir Joun HoLuams, as told by himself in a 
brief chapter in his “ Jottings of an Old Solicitor,” was indeed unique. 
The son of a country clergyman of limited income, who had a 
living in Kent, he was educated privately, and was articled to a 
Maidstone solicitor. He spent the last year of his articles with 
Messrs. Brown, Martin, & Thomas, a City firm of considerable 
position. He was admitted in 1844, and in the following year 
was admitted a partner in the above-mentioned firm; this he 
no doubt owed to the industry and ability shewn during his 
articles. From the time of his accession the firm continually pros- 
ered, and when the two senior partners retired, and Mr. HOLLAMS 
secame head of the then firm ;of Hollams, Son, & Coward, it 
numbered among its clients many of the largest business concerns 
in the City, and was continually engaged in heavy litigation. At the 
dinner given in his honour subsequently referred to, Sir JoHn 





Ho.uaMs recalled that in the course of his career he had briefed 
many subsequent Lord Chancellors and Lords Justices, and scores 
of judges of first instance and law officers. And as to his conduct 
of the cases, Lord JAMES or HEREFORD said at the dinner 
that ‘he could assert most positively that during the twenty-five 
years in which he received the constant proof of Sir Joun Hotiams’ 
confidence, we never once were asked to take any course or utter 
any words that were not in unison with the highest feelings of an 
English gentleman.” That is one of the proudest testimonies that 
can be imagined. 

In his early career Mr. HoLuams was offered the post of Solicitor 
to the Admiralty, and, we believe, was several times asked to accept 
the office of Chief Clerk in Chancery. These positions were declined. 
It is generally understood also that an offer of knighthood made to 
him over thirty years ago was declined. Solicitor knights were not 
so common in those days as now, and the distinction offered would 
have been exceptional. 

In 1902 Mr. Hottams was practically driven into accepting a 
knighthood. The occasion was seized to testify the esteem in which 
he was held by the judges and bar. A committee was formed, with 
Lord Jamgs as chairman, and including several of the judges, the 
Attorney-General, and leading members of the bar, to arrange fora 
dinner at the Inner Temple hall. The dinner was largely attended by 
judges and counsel, and was presided over by Lord Hatsspury, then 
Lord Chancellor. It was a complete success, the speeches of the Lord 
Chancellor and the Attorney-General being couched in graceful 
terms, and the reply of Sir Jonn HoLuams being modest and 
felicitous. An unexampled incident occurred during the proceed 
ings. At the close of the Attorney-General’s speech, the whole com 
pany rose, and on the call of the Lord Chief Justice, turned to the 
guest and greeted him with three rousing cheers. 

Although one of the busiest of busy men, Sir JoHNn was always 
ready to undertake any work for the benefit of the profession. In 
1867 he was appointed a member of the Judicature Commission, 
which sat for over six years, and he devoted an enormous amount ot 
time and trouble to its work. He not merely attended the formal 
meetings of the Commission, but was in the habit of constantly 
privately conferring with Lord SELBORNE and Lord Justice James 
and other members as to the suggestions and resolutions proposed to 
be brought forward for the consideration of the Commission at its 
regular meetings. It is stated that he prepared the original report 
on which the discussions of the Commission proceeded. His warm 
interest in philanthropic institutions for the benefit of solicitors, 
practically evidenced by munificent donations, is well known. He 
was a member of the Council of the Law Society up to his death. 

We believe that Sir JoHN attended regularly at his office up to 
three or four weeks ago, and was there a fortnight ago—a marvellous 
performance for a man in his ninetieth year. He died suddenly 
from a heart attack. With his death there ended a career of 
unexampled honour fairly won. 








Reviews. 
The Workmen’s Compensation Acts. 


THE WorkKMEN’s COMPENSATION Acts, 1906 AND 1909. SECOND 
Epition. By F. L. Firmincer, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

This is a most useful book for its size, consisting of the annotated 
text of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, and an Appendix 
in which are contained the text of this Act, the text of the Act of 
1909 relating to the Anglo-French Convention, the County Court 
Rules, various Statutory Rules and Orders, and finally the text of 
the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and Index. The amount of case 
law that is growing round the statutes may be estimated by the fact 
that, although the text of section 1 of the Act of 1906 occupies less 
than two pages of print, the annotations to the same section cover 
seventy-four pages. The notes are carefully written, and include 
references to Scottish cases. Moreover, whenever the ordinary 
method of citing a case does not disclose the name of the court that 
decided it, this is added to the ordinary citation. Many cases not 
in the ordinary reports are also cited. The careful practitioner will at 
once note up his copy on p. 5 with regard to //ughes v. Clover, 
Clayton, & Co. This case a now been affirmed by the House ot 
Lords 





THE Empiovers’ LiaBitity Act, 1880, AND THE WoORKMEN’s CoM 
PENSATION AcT, 1906; wiTH CANADIAN Nores, CASES, AND 
Statutes. EicutuH Epirion. By His Honour Judge Ruece, 
K.C. CaNnapian Nores by F. A. C. Reppen, of the Ontario Bar, 
and Solicitor of the Supreme Court. London: Butterworth & 
Co. ; Toronto: Canada Law Book Co. (Limited). 

This is a formidable-looking volume of more than 1,100 pages, and 
probably contains everything that a text-book on the subject should 
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contain. Part I. is a treatise on the Employers’ Liability Act, and 
Part II. is devoted to the Workmen’s Compensation Act. The 
Appendix comprises a print of all relevant statutes, rules, and 
orders. The novel feature of the present edition is the addition of 
footnotes by a Canadian editor, containing references to Canadian 
cases and statutes, and a print of a considerable number of Canadian 
statutes. At first glance the statutes of every Canadian Province 
appear to have.been included in this print of statutes. Careful 
scrutiny, however, reveals the fact that there are omitted the statutes 
of Prince Edward Island and the Yukon. This should have been 
mentioned in the preface or elsewhere, if only to avoid misleading 
Canadian readers. The plan of referring to Canadian law cannot be 
too highly commended, and might well be adopted in text-books 
dealing with other matters to a greater extent than is done at 
present. Possibly in some future edition of the present book the 
Australian cases and statutes will be included. In the present 
volume no Australian cases appear to be referred to, unless where 
they have been carried on appeal to the Privy Council, as in 
Victorian Railway Commissioners v. Coultas (13 A. C. 222), referred 
to on p. 323. The most recent English case on the subject is duly 
noticed—Hughes v. Clover, Clayton, & Co., though since the publica- 
tion of this edition the decision of the Court of Appeal has been 


affirmed. 





The Sale of Goods Act, 1893. 


THE SALE oF Goons Act, 1893, INCLUDING THE Factors Acts, 1889 
AND 1890. By Sir M. D. Coaumegrs, K.C.B., C.S.L, Draftsman of 
the Act. SeveNTH Epition. Butterworth & Co. 

The appearance of a seventh edition of any law book leaves little 
room for criticism of its contents ; but we may perhaps suggest that 
the long and gallant attempt to supersede “precedent” and “sub- 
sequent,” as applied to conditions, and to adopt in their place 
“suspensive ” and “resolutive,” according to the Scotch and Con- 
tinental nomenclature, has apparently failed, and might now be 
abandoned in deference to the force majeure of inveterate habit. If 
we may be allowed another suggestion, it would be that the note on 
the power of corporations to contract (p. 18) should be amplified in 
view of the great importance of the modern trading company. It 
is said on p. 136 that an agreement for a “knock out” seems to be 
a conspiracy at common law as well as a ground for avoiding the 
contract. Bateman on Auctions (8th ed., p. 160) seems to be of the 
contrary opinion, and this view is supported by Doolubdass v. Ram 
Loll (5 Moore Ind. App. 109). There‘are several printers’ errors which 
might have been avoided, e.g. in Latin words on pp. 3, 8, 201, while on 
p. 35 “ante” should be “ post.” Badische, &c., v. Basle, &c. (pp. 60 and 
89) isin A. C. 1898, not 1897, Seddon v. N.E. Salt Co. (p. 35) is in 
1Ch., not 2 Ch. It seems a pity to quote from antiquated editions 
of text-books, such as Leake on Contracts (8rd ed., 1892), when the 
5th was published in 1906, or Woodfall 13th ed. when the 18th was 
issued in 1908. References to all the current series of reports are 
expected nowadays, and not merely to those in the Law Reports. 





Conveyancing. 


THE StupENT’s CoNVEYANCING. By ALBERT Gipson and RoBERT 
McLean. Nintu Epition. By Wattrer Gray Hart, LL.D. 
The “ Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 

In the course of its nine editions this work has grown into a very 
full statement of conveyancing law and practice ; sufticient certainly 
for the wants of the student, and sufticient also to serve as a valuable 
guide to the practitioner. The six years since the last edition have 
not been productive in statute Jaw. There is the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1907, which has got rid of Re Harkness and Allsopp 
(1896, 2 Ch. 358), and there is the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908, 
consolidating the amending Act of 1906 with the earlier statutes 
and these have been incorporated, so far as necessary, in the text. In 
addition, the work has undergone careful revision, and in particular 
a considerable part of the chapter on Registration of Title has been 
rewritten in view of the changes effected by the Land Transfer Rules, 
1908. In this connection it may be noted that the learned editor 
peg against the frequent changes made in the rules under the 
zand Transfer Acts, and adds: “The fact that a system of registra- 
tion needs such frequent alteration appears to go far towards justi- 
fying the contention that it has so far proved a complete failure.” 

The work deals in successive parts with Sale, Exchange, and Gifts ; 
Mortgages ; Bills of Sale ; Leases ; Settlememts ; Wills ; Conveyanc- 
ing Costs ; and Conveyancing under the Land Transfer Acts ; and 
under each head the law and practice are clearly and adequately 
explained. In the chapter on Conditions of Sale the editor first 
states the statutory provisions affecting requisitions as to title, and 
then gives the usual conditions with their object and effect. The 
chapter on Searches, pointing out how the practice as to searches has 
been affected by recent legislation—the Land Charges Registration, 














i 








' 





&e., Act, 1888, and the Land Charges Act, 1900—gives some useful 
information ; and there is a short chapter on Compulsory Sales under 
the Lands Clauses Act, 1845. In the chapter on Mortgages attention is 
paid to mortgages of special kinds of property,such as choses in action ; 
and in that on Wills the cardinal rules of construction are conveniently 
stated, commencing with the “ golden rule” whick in Grey v. Pearson 
(6 H. L. C., p. 106) Lord WENSLEYDALE adopted from the judgment 
of Burton, J., in Warburton v. Loveland (1 Hud. & B. 623), and 
which is equally applicable to deeds and wills, namely, that the 
grammatical and ordinary sense ot words is to be adhered to unless 
this would lead to absurdity or inconsistency. The work is a 
useful compendium of conveyancing. 





Company Law. 


Company Law: A PracticaAL HAaNpBook FoR LAWYERS AND 
Business Men. WitH AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE Com- 
PANIES (CONSOLIDATION) AcT, 1908, AND OTHER AcTs AND RULEs. 
By Sir Francts Beaurort Pater, Bencher of the Inner Temple. 
E1cutu Epition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Company law has grown to be a subject of great extent and com- 
plexity, and this new edition of Sir Francis Palmer’s “ Practical 
Handbook ” will be useful to the large number of persons—lawyers 
and business men—who require to be more or less conversant with 
it. The author deals concisely in successive chapters with the various 
matters arising in relation to a company from its formation to its 
winding up, and the work forms a valuable guide to the more import- 
ant decisions. Those referred to include so recent a case as Re 
Discoveries Finance Corporation, Lindlar’s case (1910, 1 Ch. D. 312), 
in which the Court of Appeal aftirmed the right of a shareholder to 
transfer his shares to a pauper in order to avoid liability, and Sir 
Francis Palmer calls attention to the importance, in the interests of 
the company, of inserting in the articles some qualification of this 
right. The chapter on “ Dividends and Profits” contains a valuable 
summary of the points which have to be borne in mind in declaring 
dividends, and of the decisions as to the funds out of which dividends 
are payable, and in particular the effect of Dovey v. Cory (1901, A. C. 
25) in restraining the apparent laxity of Lee v. Neuchatel Co. (41 Ch. 
ID. 1) is emphasized. Similarly the cases on the nature of floating 
charges are usefully summarized. And generally, the book, which 
includes in an appendix the text of the Act of 1908 and the 
Winding-up Rules of 1909, covers the subject of company law 
sufficiently for most practical purposes. 





Public and Company Meetings. 


AT PusBLic AND CoMPANY 


THE ConDUCT OF AND PROCEDURE 
Jordan & Sons 


Meetines. By A. Crew, Barrister-at-Law. 

(Limited). 

This book, the author states, is intended primarily for the use of 
secretaries, and also for students who are preparing for the examina- 
tions of the Chartered Institute of Secretaries. The first part deals 
with public meetings other than company meetings ; the sec« md part 
with the conduct of and procedure at company meetings. The first 
part covers many different kinds of meetings, but the general rules 
given as to the summoning and management of meetings are clear 
and practical. The personality of the chairman is a matter of con- 
siderable importance in regard to the easy conduct of business, and 
Mr. Crew well says that “a good chairman should be able to govern 
a meeting with genial domination, and be a benevolent autocrat. 
not overbearing or brusque in manner, but determined in a quiet 
way to have the business of the meeting transacted in an orderly 
and expeditious manner.” Chapters are included on the agenda 
paper and minutes, the order in p 2 the law and practice of police 
relating to preservation of order, and the admission of the press, with 
references to the J'enby case (1908, 1 Ch. 457), and the Local 
Authorities (Admission of the Press to Meetings) Act, 1908. The 
second part, dealing with meetings of shareholders, contains an 
account of the relevant provisions of the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908, with suggestions as to the conduct of such meetings. 


Books of the Week. 
Maritime Law.—Maritime Law, illustrated by the History 
of a Ship from and including the Agreement to Build Her until She 


Becomes a Total Loss. By ALBERT SAUNDERS, Solicitor. Second 
Edition, Enlarged. Effingham Wilson ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Rambles in Legal and other Localities.—Rambles 
with an American. By Curist1an TEARLE, Author of “ Holborn 
Hill,” “ The Vice-Chancellor’s Ward,” &c, With twenty-one illustra- 
tions. Mills & Boon (Limited), 
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Patents.—Compulsory Working and Revocation of Patents. By 
ErRNEsT LUNGE, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Articled Clerks.—The Articled Clerks’ Guide to the Inter- 
mediate Examination as it at Present Exists on Stephen’s Commen 
taries on the Laws of England, containing a Complete Course of 
Study intended for the Use of all Articled Clerks who have Not Yet 
Passed the Intermediate Examination. By CHarLes THWAITES, 
Solicitor. Second Edition. George Barber, Furnival Press. 


The Land Taxes.—The New Land Taxes : being an Intro- 
duction to the Land Clauses of the Budget Act, 1909-10. By T. B. 
Napier, LL.D., Barrister-at- Law. 2s. net, post free. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


Licensing Act, 1404—Compensation Fund Charge. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—With reference to the recent decision of the House of Lords 
in the case of Llangattock Vv. Watney, Combe, Reid, & Co. [ante, p. 456], 
a curious point has been brcught to my notice, and which, it occurs 
to me, may be of interest to some of your readers who may know 
of similar cases. : 

The material facts may be stated shortly as follows : 

In 1900 a brewery company acquired a lease of a licensed house for 
a term expiring on the 25th of December, 1910, at a rental of £500 
er annum. In 191 the brewery company acquired a reversionary 
ease for thirty-five years from the 25th of December, 1910, ata 
rental of £500. In 1902 the brewery company granted an underlease 
for forty-three years from the 25th of December, 1902, less three days, 
at a rental of £500. : 

In 1909 the compensation fund charge was, let us say, £100. 

The licensee having paid the amount of the charge, and having then 
a lease with thirty-six years to run, was entitled to deduct from his 
rent 5 percent. of the amount of the charge ; but what was the amount 


contains a covenant to expend a definite sum in erecting new 
buildings or in completing partially erected buildings, an ad valorem 
stamp in respect of that sum must be affixed, in addition to the ad 
valorem stamp in respect of the rent.”—Ep. S.J.] 








Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing and Equity. 


‘Actual possession ’’—‘‘ Under the limitations of” a Settle- 
ment.—The person “ entitled to the actual possession ” of an estate 
‘ under the limitations of” a settlement is not necessarily a person 
entitled in fact to physical possession, but may be one who parted 
with his life estate under the settlement before it fell into possession. 
What has happened in consequence of other assurances and acts in 
the law is immaterial—ReE PrETRE’s SETTLEMENT TRUSTS (Joyce, J., 
Dec. 7) (54 Soticrtors’ JouRNAL, 199 ; 1910, 1 Ch. 290). 


Forfeiture of Lease—Relief—Effect of Relief on Underlease. 
A tenant whose landlord is proceeding to recover possession for 
breach of covenant may obtain relief under section 14 (2) of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881. By such relief the lease is restored as if it had 
never been forfeited ; and one consequence is that any underlease of 
the property is restored, and arrears of rent due thereunder may 
be recovered.—DrENDY v. Evans (C.A., Dec. 8) (54 Soicrrors’ 











JOURNAL, 151; 1910, 1 K. B. 263). 

W1il'—Ultimate Trust for Testator.—An ultimate trust of a share 
of residue for the testator, his executors, administrators and assigns, 
is not a valid and effective trust, and will not bring back the share to 
the testator’s estate for the benefit of his other residuary legatees.- 
Re Currir’s SETTLEMENT (Joyce, J., Jan. 14) (44 SoLicitors’ 
JOURNAL, 270; 1910, 1 Ch. 329). 


Sale by Tenant for Life—Cost of the Incumbrancers.—A life 
tenant selling under the Settled Land Acts may, under sections 21 
and 22 (2) of the Act of 1882, direct the trustees to apply the capital 
money arising from the sale in (among other things) “ payment of 


which the brewery company were entitled to deduct! According to | costs, charges, and expenses of or incidental to the exercise of any of 
my reading of the Act and the judgments in Lord Llangattock’s case, | the powers, or the execution of any of the provisions, of” the Act. 


the brewery company could claim to be treated as holding only a 
lease expiring in 1910, and to be, therefore, entitled to deduct from the 
rent paid to the freeholder 100 per cent. of the amount of the charge, 
with the result that they would actually benefit to the extent ef £95. 

This result is so startling that one cannot help suspecting that 
there is some flaw in the argument, but where it is I have been 
unable to satisfy myself. 

It will be observed that in his judgment in Lord Llangattock’s 
case the Master of the Rolls said that he laid no great stress on the 
intervening period of one day between the two jeases, and he pro- 
ceeded to point out that, if the. first lease were forfeited, the freeholder 
would re-enter, and the second reversionary term would not become 
an interest in possession until perfected by entrv at the proper time. 
Does not this line of reasoning apply equally to the case which I have 
put above ? 

If ever the case should come before the court in the form which [ 
have put, no doubt the judges will in some way endeavour to 
distinguish it from Lord Llangattock’s case. 

I should, perhaps, say that the case I have put is a hypothetical 
case, but a case has actually come before me in which the facts are 
for all practical purposes similar. 

I feel sure that some of your readers must have had similar cases 
before them, and it will be interesting to know their views on the 
subject. SOLICITOR, 

April 28. 


Stamps on Leases. 
[ Z'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter, | 


Sir,—In the interesting article relating to “Stamps pn Leases,” 
which appears in your issue of the 30th ultimo, the writer states that 
one of the effects of section 8 of the Revenue Act, 1909, is that in 
all cases where a lease contains a covenant to erect new buildings, 
or to complete partially erected buildings, and no definite sum is 
covenanted to be expended, a 10s. stamp must be affixed to the lease 
in addition to the ad valorem in respect of the rent. Is not this a 
mistake? If such a covenant were contained in a separate deed it 
would not be chargeable with ad valorem stamp duty, and this is a 
requisite before a lease can be affected by section 8 of the Revenue 
Act, 1909. CONVEYANCING CLERK. 

May 2. 

[We are much indebted to our correspondent, and numerous other 
correspondents, who have pointed out the error in the article. The 





last paragraph should read as follows :—“Tn all cases where a lease 





But if the life tenant has incumbered his life estate, and he has to 
obtain the consent and concurrence of the incumbrancers, these 
sections do not authorize the trustees to pay, at the life tenant’s 
request, out of the capital money in their hands, the costs of such 


} consent and concurrence.—ReE Sir RosertT PEEL’s SETTLED EsTATES 


(Warrington, J., Jan. 14) (54 Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, 214; 1910, | 
Ch. 389). 


Building Scheme.--Effect of Registration.-—By section 84 of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1875, and Schedule I. of the Land Transfer Act, 
1897, on a registration of land, or on a transfer of registered land, any 
conditions as to user and otherwise may be entered on the register 
and the registration will serve as notice of them ; and, further, 
“conditions may be annexed to Jand at any time.” These provisions 
mean that restrictive covenants, whenever entered into, may at once 
be put on’the register, and those who deal with the land cannot plead 
ignorance of the covenants. But they do not mean that restrictive 
covenants placed on the register become thereby a building scheme 
and bind other persons besides those entering into the covenants. 
WILLE v. St. Joun (C.A., Feb. 4) (54 Soxricirors’ JOURNAL, 269 ; 
1910, 1 Ch, 325). 


Court of Appeal. 


REX -. SIR THOMAS SHANN AND OTHERS. Lx parte WILSON’S 
BREWERY CO. No.1. 14th and i6th Feb.; 25th April. 
LicENSING—RENEWAL OF ANTE-1869 LiceNcE—COMPENSATION AUTHORITY 

—Orrers BY CoMPETING OWNERS TO Buy RENEWAL BY SURRENDERING 

Oruer Licences oR CONTRIBUTING GRATUITOUSLY TO THE COMPENSA- 

TION Funp—-ILLEGALITY oF ANy SvucH Terms BEING IMPOSED OR 

CONSIDERED BY JUSTICES—LICENSING Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 7, c. 23), 3. 1. 

The decision of the Divisional Court (54 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 66; 
1910, 1 K. B. 10) that under the Licensing Act, 1904, the compensation 
authority, in deciding which of two licences belonging to different 
owners should be renewed, were entitled to take into consideration 
what other licences the respective owners were prepared to surrender, Or 
what contributions they were willing to make to the compensation 
fund, reversed. 

Vaughan Williams, L.J., dissenting. 

Per Farwell, L.J. : The suggested surrender of other licences to secure 
a renewal of a particular licence is even more objectionable and illegal 
than a money payment. R. 3owman (1898, 1 Q. 2. 663, 666). 
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Per Kennedy, L.J. : The compensation authority had no more power 
under the Licensing Act, 1904, to require as a condition of renewal 
the surrender of other licensed property or a payment to the fund 
than they have to say that so much money shall be paid into their 
own pockets. 

Leeds Corporation v. Ryder (1907, 4 C. 420,23 ZL 7 # 721) 
considered and distinguished. 

Appeal by Wilson’s Brewery Co. (Limited) against the decision of 
the Divisional Court discharging two rules which had been obtained 
at the instance of the present appellants, calling upon Sir T. Shann, 
the chairman of the Manchester Licensing Bench, and such other 
justices as took part in the proceedings, to shew cause why the 
application for the renewal of a licence of the Church Inn, Manchester, 
should not be heard and determined according to law. The house 
in question was an ante-1869 beerhouse, and next door to it was a 
similar house belonging to the Derby Brewery called the Egerton Inn. 
Their respective owners, when they applied for the renewal of the 
licence, were asked if they were prepared, should the renewal be 
granted, to surrender the licence held on some other property. As a 
matter of fact an offer of this kind was made by the Derby Brewery, 
but. was not acted on by Wilson’s Brewery (Limited). Both houses were 
referred, with the result that in the case of the Egerton Inn the question 
of renewal was left open, while the application by the present appellants 
was refused. Wilson’s Brewery thereupon applied for the rules, con- 
tending that it was not open to the justices to ‘‘ bargain’’ with the 
owners of licensed property in order to grant the licence to those who 
were prepared to pay the highest for the renewal. The Divisional 
Court held that under the enlarged powers given to justices by the 
Licensing Act, 1904, the compensation authority, in deciding which 
of the two licences belonging to different owners should be renewed, 
both being objected to on the ground of not being required in the 
district, were entitled jo take into consideration what offers the 
owners were prepared to make. The Divisional Court accordingly 
discharged both rules. Wilson’s Brewery appealed. 

Tue Court reserved judgment. 

VauGHAN WitiiaMs, L.J., said that he differed from the opinion 
arrived at on the facts by the other members of the court, and would 
not therefore read a judgment he had prepared. He would merely 
read the judgment of Lord Alverstone, C.J., interpolating the reasons 
which led him to think that judgment was right and should be 
affirmed. He thought there had been in no sense a “‘ putting up to 
auction’? by the compensation authority. What mistakes the justices 
had made in dealing with the matter he did not think vitiated the 
proceedings, as, in his opinion, the statement by the justices that 
when they finally met to decide the question of renewal they did so 


apart altogether from the offers that had been made. With these | 


observations he withdrew his judgment. 

FaRweE.L, L.J., then read a judgment in the course of which he 
said that the Leeds Corporation case (supra) had no application to the 
present case, and he thought that case was quite rightly decided. In 
his opinion the compensation authority here had acted on an entirely 
wrong principle in asking the licensees what offers they were prepared 
to make concerning surrender of licences or payment to the com- 
pensation fund. The Act did not treat licensed houses as a dangerous 
phing to be destroyed whenever occasion offered. That was clear from 
the Act itself, because some houses were treated as requisite for the 


use and benefit of the public, otherwise the Act would not speak | 
of houses not required for the neighbourhood. Yet it would seem that it | 


was suggested by the justices that whether these houses were required 
or not, as many as possible should be destroyed. But it was not lawful 
for any committee or person to whom power was given by the Legis- 
lature for a specific and limited purpose to use that power so as to 
compel obedience to other wishes in respect of a matter outside that 
limit. The Act of 1904 did not recognize the theory of ransom in 
respect of existing licences, but proceeded on the principle of reducing 
the number of licences when there was evidence that there were more 


than the inhabitants required, and compensating such as were destroyed | 


because of redundancy. The committee had acted, in his lordship’s 


opinion, on a wrong principle, and for the reasons he had given he | 


thought this appeal should be allowed with costs here and below. 

Kennepy, L.J., read a judgment to the same effect. It seemed to 
him that the proceedings down to the time when the matter was 
adjourned for the applicants for the licences to consider if they would 
increase their offers was indistinguishable in principle from what was 
done during proceedings at an auction. He thought the appeal should 
be allowed. Appeal allowed, the question of costs standing over.— 
Counset, Sir Edward Carson, K.C., and G. Jordan, for the appellants ; 
F. BE. Smith, K.C., and Overend Evans, for the respondent justices. 
Soticrrors, Chester, Broome, d& Co., for Foyster, Waddington, &: 
Foyster, Manchester ; Crowders, Vizard, & Co., for Hockin, Beckton, & 
Hockin, Manchester. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re EARL OF STAMFORD AND WARRINGTON (Deceased). 
PAYNE v. GREY. Warrington, J 2Ist April. 

Estate Dutry—Finance Act, 1894, s. 14 (1) 
Estate duty upon an estate limited to trustees for a term of 1,000 
years, the rents and profits during the term to be applied in the dis | 
charge of incumbrances upon certain other estates, is a first charge 








upon the estate so limited, the interest upon which must be paid out of 
the rents and profits before the same are applied upon the trusts of the 
term. 


By the will of the above-named testator, four estates belonging to 
him were limited as to three of the estates, in strict settlement and as 
to the fourth (the Lancashire estate) for a term of 1,000 years, and 
subject thereto to the same uses as two out of the three estates settled 
in strict settlement. Each of the four estates was subject to various 
incumbrances at the date of the will, many of which are still subsist- 
ing. The trustees of the 1,000 years’ term of the Lancashire estate 
were directed to apply the rents and profits of that estate in aid of the 
personal estate, in discharging the mortgage debts and other gross sums 
charged upon the four estates, or any of them. Until so discharged the 
annual interest upon these incumbrances was to be kept down by the 
persons respectively entitled to the estates thereby charged. Upon the 
death of the testator’s widow estate duty became payable in respect of 
the Lancashire estate, and the question now was whether this estate 
duty ought to be borne by all four estates in proportion to the amounts 
of the incumbrances to be discharged, or whether such estate duty was 
a first charge upon the Lancashire estate, the interest upon which must 
be paid out of the rents and profits of that estate before such rents and 
profits were applied under the limitations of the will. 

WaRRINGTON, J., decided in favour of the view last stated, upon the 
ground that the persons beneficially entitled to the four estates were 
not persons ‘‘ entitled to any sum charged *’ upon the Lancashire estate, 
‘* whether as capital or as an annuity or otherwise,’’ within the mean- 
ing of section 14 (1) of the Finance Act, 1894. The trustees of the 
Lancashire estate ought, therefore, to raise the amount of the duty by 
a mortgage on that estate, and should keep down the interest on such 
mortgage out of the rents of that estate before applying any part of 
such rents in discharge of the incumbrances on any of the four estates. 
—CounseL, 7’. H. Carson, K.C., and A. L. Ellis; Cave, K.C., and 
Sheldon; H. Tench, K.C., and Owen Thompson; H. 7. Methold and 
T. J. C. Tomlin. Soxtcrrors, Bower, Cotton, d& Bower; Maples, Tea 
dale, & Co.; Smith, Fawdon, & Son; Foyer & Co.; Trower, Still, 
Freeling, & Parkin. 

{Reported by PERcy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law.} 


BRAILEY ». RHODESIA CONSOLIDATED (LIM.). Warrington, J. 
30th April. 


Company—RECONSTRUCTION—NOTICE BY DISSENTIENT SHAREHOLDERS 
WarIveR BY LIQurIpaAToR. 

The liquidator of a company having its registered office at Buluwayo 
| has power to waive, and on the facts of this case did waive, a provision 
in the Companies Ordinance, 1895, of Rhodesia, for the service at the 
registered office of notice of dissent by shareholders not consenting 
to reconstruction within seven days of the confirmatory meeting. 

The plaintiff in this case held 500 fully-paid shares in the defendant 
company, which since the date when he acquired them had undergone 
reconstruction. The plaintiff not having consented to the reconstruc- 
tion, and having sent a letter indicating his dissent to the liquidator 
in London, now sought a declaration that he was entitled to the rights 
of a dissentient shareholder. The liquidator resisted his claim upon 
| the ground that the plaintiff's letter of dissent was not a_ sufficient 
notice within section 158 of the Companies Ordinance of Rhodesia, 
inasmuch as it was not left at the registered office of the company not 
later than seven days after ethe date of the meeting confirming the 
proposed reconstruction. The registered office of the company was at 
Buluwayo, but its business was managed in England, where the con- 
firmatory meeting was held. It was contended on behalf of the 
liquidator that the leaving of such a notice within the time specified 
| at the registered office, even though it were in fact physically impossible 
to so leave it, was a condition precedent to the rights of the plaintiff and 
a condition which it was not within the power of the liquidator to 
Wwalve. 

WarrinaTon, J., deciding against this contention, said that the 
liquidator was empowered by section 132 of the ordinance to exercise 
all the powers which the official liquidator might exercise. There was 
no doubt that the company had power to waive such a provision as 
that here in question, and if the company had power so to do the 
liquidator had the same power. His lordship did not mean to say that 
the liquidator would be justified in waiving an essential condition without 
the leave of the court, but when, as here, there was an unessential and 
entirely technical point, with no substance in it, the liquidator had 
power to waive it. Further, he had in fact waived it in this case. To 
use a phrase more frequently applied in a different context he had 
‘* accepted service.’’ The plaintiff was therefore entitled to the declara 
tion he sought.—CounseL, for the plaintiff, A. /. Topham; for the 
liquidator, Henry Terrell, K.C., and A. Sims. Soricirors, Carter & 
Barber; Birkbeck, Moreton, Thompson, & Co. 

[Reported by Percy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re SANSOM AND NARBETH’S CONTRACT. Swinfen Eady, J. 
20th April. 

VENDOR AND PURCHASER—CONVEYANCE—RIGHT OF PURCHASER TO A 

Pian. 

In all simple cases, where a plan will assist the description, the 
purchaser is entitled to a plan upon the conveyance as part of the 
rule that he is entitled to take the conveyance in his own form. 

Re Sparrow and James’ Contract (1902, S. 695) (unreported) com- 


mented upon. 
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This was a vendor and purchaser summons taken out by the pur- 
chaser of ‘a freehold plot of-land which ‘had been put up tor sale by 
auction, and sold, by the trustees of a will. The particulars and con- 
ditions 6f salé contaitied: no plan and-no reference to a ‘plan;-but the 
draft conveyance. as submitted by the purchaser purported to. convey 
by description and by reference. to a_ plan. The yendor’s 
solicitors thereupon objected that the purchaser could not require a 
plan upon the conveyance. The objection taken was to the plac ing of 
any plan upon the conveyance, and not to the accuracy of the pu 
ticular plan. The purchaser insisting upon conveyance by plan, this 
summons was taken out for a declaration that he was entitled to have 
the property conveyed to him by reference to a plan. The purchaser 
relied upon the statement in Seaborne’s Vendors and Purchasers, 
7th edition, page 406, and the unreported case of Re Sparrow and James 


Contract there cited. d : 
having obtained all the available papers 1n the 





May 7, 1910. 








hibits the appearance of the word ** Royal” on a trade-mark, the court 
will not permit the words ‘‘ Incorporated by Royal Charter,’ with the 
date, to be added to existing marks, even though such addition be 
accurate in fact. * I'he addition of a reference to its incorporation, which 
is in practice required to be made on the appearance pracipe to the name 
of a company, which does not already indicate that the company i 
incorporated, is explanatory only, and does not form part of the name 
by whit h the comvpany appe ars. 

This was an appeal by the Carron Co. from the refusal of the registrar 
to register proposed alterations in and additions to the company’s regis 
tered trade-marks. The Carron Co. was founded in 1759, and incor 
porated by Royal Charter in 1773 by the name and style of ‘ Carron 
Co.”’ The registered trade-marks of the company were two in number, 
and consisted of a phcenix and crossed cannons, with the motto “ Hsty 
perpetua,”’ with the addition to one of them of the date ‘‘1759."’ The 





Swinren Eapy, J., 
case referred to, in the course of his judgment said that in that case 
the dispute was not whether there should be a plan upon the con 
veyance, because the purchaser had inserted a plan and the vendor did 
not object, but the point was that the vendor had inserted in the con 
veyance immediately before the reference to the plan the words “ by 
way of elucidation and not of warranty.’’ The decision was that the 
" words in the conveyance. His 


vendor was not entitled to have those 
lordship could not, therefore, consider that case as deciding that a 
purchaser is entitled to have a plan on the conveyance, but in the 
present case his lordship was satisfied that the purchaser was entitled 
to have a plan. The title of the vendors was very simple, and i 
| 
1 
| 
| 
} 
| 


was «a plan upon the conveyance to the endors’ testator. Speaking 
generally, the passage in Seaborne, alr uly referred to, accurately | 
stated the law and the practice. In all simple cases, where a plan | 
will assist the description, the purchaser is entitled to a plan, but 
his lordship was not prepared to say that in every case he was so 


entitled. Were he so entitled great difficulties might arise. The 
estate the subject of the contract might be very large, and if a plan 
were to be insisted on shewing the abuttals at every point, the form 
of the plan might be the subject of endless suits. But in this case 
and in ordinary simple cases a purchaser was entitled to a plan as 
part of the rule that he is entitled to take the conveyance in his own | 
form.—CounserL, for the purchaser, Hon. Frank Russell, K.C., and 
Charles Church; for the vendor, Hon. H. C. Macnaghten, K.C., and 
Ribton. Soricrtors, Edwards, Heron & Co.; John H. Mote & Son. 
{Reported by Percy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law 


Re THE APPLICATION OF AKTIEBOLAGET, B. A. F. HJORTH & 
CO. FOR REGISTRATION OF A TRADE-MARK. Swinfen Eady, J. 
30th April. 


Trape-Marks Act, 1905 (5 Ep. 7, c. 15), s. 9 (5)—‘‘ Primus’”’ Stoves 
PRacTiceE—ForM OF ORDER. 


The word “* Primus’ as applied to stoves is a word which it is within 
the discretion of the court, here exercised, to direct the registrar to 
accept for registration. The proper form of order in such cases is ‘* the 


court directs that the application be accepted,’ not that the mark “ be 
deemed a distinctive mark.” 

This was an application under section 9 (5) of the Trade-Marks Act, 
1905, for a direction to the registrar to proceed with the registration of 
the word ‘“‘ Primus’’ as a trade-mark for stoves. The question was 
whether the application to register should be proceeded with, not 
whether the word should be registered, and the decision being in the 
affirmative, a further question of some importance arose as to the precise 
form of the order in such cases. 

SwinFeNn Eapy, J., deciding in favour of the applicants, said that 
they had made out a strong case that in fact their goods were known 
under the mark sought to be registered, and that there had been such 
user of the mark upon the goods as to make it distinctive. The word 
was a word in a dead language, and a word which had not become part 
of the English language, and, so far as his lordship could judge from 
the materials then before him, no mark on goods of other traders was 
likely to be confused by its registration. In the recent case of He Cros 
field (1910, 1 Ch. 130) several tests were suggested, every one of which 
was satisfied in the case of this word ‘‘ Primus.’’ With regard to the 
form of order, his lordship refused to preface the order with the recital 
‘‘the court being of opinion that, on the evidence before it, the mark 
ought to be deemed a distinctive mark,’’ or to direct the registrar to 
proceed with the application. The proper form of order in such cases 
was ‘‘ the court directs that the application be accepted,’’ and that was 
the form which it must take in this case. If necessary, a further order 
must be obtained at a later stage from the Board of Trade or the court 
that the mark ‘‘ be deemed a distinctive mark,’’ and in proper cases, no 
doubt, such order could be obtained as a matter of course.—CouUNSEL, 
for the applicants, Walter, K.C., and Sebastian; for the Registrar of 
Trade-marks, C. H. Sargant. Soxicirors, McKenna & Co.,; Solicitor 
to the Board of Trade. 

(Reported by Percy T. Carpen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re AN APPLICATION OF THE CARRON CO. TO ADD TO AND ALTER 
TRADE-MARKS. Swinfen Eady, J. 27th April. 

Trapve Marks Act, 1905 (5 Ep. 7, c. 15), s. 68—Trape Marks Rwtes, 
1906, R. 12—RecistraTION OF THE Worps ‘“‘ INCORPORATED BY RoyAL 
CHARTER ’’—PRactTIcE—NAME OF COMPANY ON APPEARANCE PRACIPE. 
Since rule 12 of the Trade-Marks Rules (R. S. S. 1906) absolutely pro- 





seal was similar until 1901, when the device was surrounded by a ring 
with the words ‘‘ Carron Company, Incorporated by Royal Charter, 
1773.’’ The company desired to make a like addition to its registered 
trade-marks, but the registrar refused to sanction the addition of these 
words, having regard to rule 12 of the Trade-Marks Rules (R. S. §S.. 
1906), which absolutely prohibits the use of the word ‘“‘ Royal” on a 
new mark. The first and fourth reasons set forth in the case on appeal 
were that the correct legal designation of the company was that pro- 
posed to be registered on its trade-marks, and that, as such, its registra- 
tion was authorized by section 9, sub-section 1, of the Trade-Marks Act, 
1905. Other reasons given went to the use of the word ‘‘ Royal,”’ and it 
was contended that this was only forbidden where it was calculated to 
lead to the erroneous impression that the applicant had royal patronaye 
or authorization, and that, in any event, as section 68 reserved the 
right to use the royal arms when authorized, rule 12 could not be 
construed as absolutely prohibitive. 

SwinFen Eapy, J., in dismissing the appeal, said that in his opinion 
there was no ground for the contention that the correct legal designation 
of the company was that set out in the case on appeal. The proper 
legal designation of the company was ‘‘ Carron Co.,’’ and that only. 
It was by that name and style that it was incorporated by the charter 
with perpetual succession and the right to sue and be sued, and to have 
a common seal. It was said that there was a practice in the High Court 
by which a chartered company could not in fact enter an appearance in 
such a name, but was obliged to add as part of its name a reference to 
its incorporation. That was an error. The statement on page 100 of 
the Annual Practice for the present year accurately stated what the 
practice was. It was there stated that a company or corporation must 
appear by a solicitor, and that if its title did not shew it to be a body 
corporate a statement to that effect must be added to the appearance 
before it would be accepted. That only came to this, that it was right 
and proper that it should be made to appear on the face of the precipe 
that appearance was being properly entered. His lordship had com- 
municated with Mr. Stringer as to the practice, and he was told that all 
that was required was that the precipe should state the fact of incor 
poration, no proof was asked for. It was, therefore, clear that the 
Carron Co. was entitled in England to appear by its legal designation, 
and that the added statement was only explanatory. With regard to the 
other grounds of appeal, there was a difference between old and new 
trade-marks, and rule 12 was a saving of old rights. But the proposed 
alteration by the introduction of new words into the old marks must be 
treated as though it were a new mark. Further, his lordship was not 
satisfied that the rule was limited to cases where the description which 
it was prdéposed should appear would be erroneous. The rule would be 
unnecessary were it so limited, for section 11 of the Act was a sufficient 
restriction on deceptive marks. In his lordship’s opinion, the registrar 
acted wisely and properly in refusing to register the word ‘‘ Royal,’”’ and 
this word ought not to be registered.—Counsrr, for the applicants, 
Walter, K.C., and H. A. Colefax; for the Registrar of Trade-Marks. 
(. H. Sargant. Soxticrtors, Rollit 4 Sons; Solicitors to the Board of 
Trade. 


{Reported by PERcy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE’ MAYOR, COMMONALTY, AND CITIZENS OF THE CITY OF 
LONDON v. COUNTY OF LONDON ELECTRIC SUPPLY CO. (LIM.). 
Parker, J. 22nd April. 

ELectRic SuppLy Company—Ricut to Lay Execrric Mains OvrsIpE 
AUTHORIZED AREA—THOROUGHFARE Not VESTED IN THE LOCAL 
AuUTHORITY—LONDON Et ecrric Suppty Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, 
C. CLXVII.), s. 4. 

An electric supply company, authorized by statute to link up two 
separate areas, were desirous of laying electric mains along a thorough- 
fare not vested in the local authority. The plaintiffs, in whom the 
thoroughfare was vested, expressed their willingness to give their con- 
sent, on certain terms, to the laying of the mains. The company 
memorialized the Board of Trade, who appointed an arbitrator, and the 
plaintiffs now sought an injunction restraining the company from lay- 
ing the said mains, and also a declaration of their rights. 

Held, that according to the true construction of the London Electric 
Supply Act, 1908, the defendant company had power, subject to the 
provisions of the Act, to break up streets outside their area, including 
the thoroughfare in question. 

The defendant company were authorized to supply two areas on the 
north and south banks of the Thames respectively, and, for the purpose 
of carrying into effect powers conferred on them by the London Electric 
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Supply Act, 1908, were desirous of laying electric mains across London 
Bridge, # thoroughfare not within either of their areas _of supply. 
Notice of the company’s intention was served upon the plaintifis, who, 
as trustees of the Bridge House Estates, were the body in whom the 
bridge and the liability to repair the same were vested. The plaintifis 
were Willing, on certain terms, to give their consent to the laying of the 
mains, but the defendant company memoralized the Board of Trade, 
who appointed an arbitrator. The plaintiffs thereupon moved the court 
for (1) a declaration that the defendant company was not entitled, by 
virtue of the provisions of the London Electric Supply Act, or any other 
Act, to break up or carry their electric mains over London Bridge with- 
out first obtaining the plaintiffs’ consent thereto; (2) an injunction 
restraining the defendant company from laying the said mains ; (3) a 
declaration that the defendant company was not entitled to appeal to 
the Board of Trade, and (4) an injunction restraining the defendant 
company from proceeding with any arbitration or inquiry instituted by 
the Board of Trade. 

Parker, J., said that the question to be determined on this motion 
was really one of construction, arising under section 4 of the London 
Electric Supply Act, 1908. That was an Act designed to confer further 
powers on certain London electric supply companies, of which the 
defendant company was one. It appeared from the preamble to the 
Act that the existing state of affairs, which the Act was intended to 
remedy, was that (inter alia) there might be a company who had two 
areas of supply, with no power to make any connection between the 
two areas. Section 4, sub-section 2, of the Act provided that ‘‘ an 
authorized undertaker or a specified company may .. . by means of 
electric mains, make a connection between any two or more areas which 
that authorized undertaker or specified company is authorized to supply, 
or between any such area and a generating station of that authorized 
undertaker or specified company.’’ This sub-section related to the case 
of a company having two areas of supply and desiring to make a con- 
nection between those two areas, or between one of them and the 
generating station on the other. It was obvious that under the earlier 
Acts the powers of the companies were confined to their own areas. 
The moment they obtained power to make a connection between one 
area and another they required powers which extended outside the 
areas which were defined as the areas of their undertakings, and for 
this purpose sub-section 3 (b) of section 4 was enacted, which provided 
that in relation to the mains laid for the purpose of carrying into effect 
the powers conferred by section 4, sub-sections 1 and 2, the authorized 
undertaker or specified company, ‘‘ with respect to streets not within any 
area which they are authorized to supply shall have the powers and 
be subject to the provisions of the Electric Lighting Act, 1882, and of 
sections 10 to 20, 60 to 62, 69 to 73, 76, 77, and 79 to 82 of the schedule 
to the Electric Lighting (Clauses) Act, 1899, and those provisions so 
far as applicable, but subject to the provisions of this section, shall be 
incorporated with this Act, and shall have effect, and the authorized 
undertaker or specified company laying the mains shall be deemed to be 
the undertakers.’’ This sub-section conferred powers which did not 
exist before, and powers outside existing supply areas. The powers 
which were conferred by reference were powers which were only given 
for the purposes of the original undertaking, and did not extend to 
streets outside the district. Therefore, if that was the case, the only 
way of making sense of the sub-section appeared to be this—that they 
were to have, as regards outside districts, the same powers they had 
already had conferred on them by the sections referred to in the Acts 
with regard to streets inside those areas. By section 12 of the Act of 
1882 the undertakers were given the same powers with regard to break- 
ing up streets as were conferred on undertakers by the Gas Works 
Clauses Act, 1847; but section 13 limits the powers conferred by 
section 12 by a proviso that ‘‘ nothing in this Act, or any Act incor- 
porated therewith, is to authorize or empower the undertakers to break 
up any street which is not repairable by such local authority . . . with- 
out the consent of the authority by whom such street is repair- 
able, unless in pursuance of special powers in that behalf inserted in 
the licence, order or special Act, or with the written consent of the 
Board of Trade, and the Board of Trade shall not in any 
case insert any such special powers in any licence or pro- 
visional order, or give any such consent until notice has been 
given to such authority by advertisement or otherwise, as the 
Board of Trade may direct, and an opportunity has been given to such 
authority to state any objections they may have thereto.’’ It 
appeared, therefore, that in the case of a street not vested in the local 
authority, section 13 applied, and that, without the consent of the person 
responsible for its repair, or, if that consent was withheld, without the 
written consent of the Board of Trade, after giving the person respon- 
sible for its repair an opportunity of objecting, that street could not be 
broken up. Section 12 of the Electric Lighting (Clauses) Act, 1899, 
contained a similar proviso. Reading the sections in this way, it 
seemed that the result of section 4, sub-section 3 (b) was to confer upon 
the defendants a power to connect the undertaking which they held 
north of the river with the undertaking they held on the south, and 
for that purpose to break up streets outside either of these areas of 
supply. In order to make a connection, the defendants were desirous 
of carrying their mains across London Bridge. London Bridge from the 
evidence appeared not to be a bridge repairable by the local authority, 
but a bridge repairable by the corporation, as the trustees of a certain 
definite trust, and that being so, it came within the limitations of 
section 13 of the Act of 1882 and section 12 (2) of the schedule to the 
Electric Lighting (Clauses) Act, 1899. Without the consent of the 





trustees, or without the consent of the Board of Trade, obtained as in 
those sections provided, it could not be broken up. The section 
authorized its breaking up subject to those limitations, and to hold 
otherwise would practically render the Act inoperative, which was a 
result that the legislature could not have contemplated. Therefore, 
according to the true construction of the sub-section, the power extended 
to London Bridge. His lordship, therefore, declared that, according 
to the true construction of sub-section 3 (b) of section 4 of the London 
Electric Supply Act, 1908, the defendant company had power, subject 
to the provisions of the Act and the sections scheduled to the Acts 
therein referred to, to break up streets outside their area, including 
London Bridge.—CounseL, Walter, K.C., and Lyttelton Chubb, for 
the plaintiffs; Balfour Browne, K.C., and Tyldesley Jones, for the 
defendants. Soricrrors, U'he City Solicitor; Sydney Morse. 
(Reported by F. Briaes, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
SHENSTONE & CO. ». FREEMAN. Darling and Bucknill, JJ. 


15th and 18th April. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—D1stRESS—Goops or OTHER PERSON SEeIZzED— 
ReputepD OWNERSHIP OF TENANT—Evipence—Goops Ler on H1Rk- 
PuRCHASE AGREEMENT TO Wire OF 'TENANT—HIRE-PURCHASE AGREK- 
MENT—‘‘ Mave By Sucu Tenant’’—Law or Distress AMENDMENT 
Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 53), ss. 1 aNpD 4. 

Goods comprised in all hire-purchase agreements are nor exempted 
from the provisions of the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908, by 
section 4 of that Act, but only goods comprised in a_ hire-purchase 
agreement ‘‘made by such tenant.’ These last words in section 4 refer 
not only to the word “settlement,” but also to the words ‘any bill 
of sale, hire-purchase agreement.” 

This was an appeal from the Lambeth County Court. The action 
was brought against a bailiff for the seizure of a piano upoh the 
premises of one Wyard. Mrs. Wyard, his wife, had obtained the 
piano from the plaintiffs under a hire-purchase agreement, by which it 
was agreed that the piano should remain the property of the plaintiffs 
until all the instalments under the agreement had been paid. She 
brought the piano to her husband’s house. Wyard owed rent to his 
landlord, who put in a distress, and the bailiff, the defendant, seized 
the piano. At the time of its seizure all the instalments had not been 
paid, and the piano therefore belonged to the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs 
duly served the landlord with a declaration under section 1 of the 
Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908, and, on the piano being still 
retained, brought this action in the county court. By section 1 of 
the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908 (8 Ed. 7, c. 53): If any 
superior landlord shall levy, or authorize to be levied, a distress on 
any furniture, goods, or chattels of—(a) any under-tenant liable to pay 
by equal instalments not less often than every actual or customary 
quarter of a year a rent which would return in any whole year the full 
annual value of the premises or of such part thereof as is comprised in 


the under-tenancy, or (6) any lodger, or (c) any other person whatsoever 


not being a tenant of the premises or of any part thereof, and not 
having any beneficial interest in any tenancy of the premises or of 
any part thereof, for arrears of rent due to such superior landlord by 
his immediate tenant, such under-tenant, lodger, or other person afore- 
said may serve such superior landlord, or the bailiff or other agent 
employed by him to levy such distress, with a declaration in writing 
made by such under-tenant, lodger, or other person aforesaid, setting 
forth that such immediate tenant has no right of property, or beneficial 
interest in the furniture, goods, or chattels so distrained or threatened 
to be distrained upon, and that such furniture, goods or chattels are 
the property or in the lawful possession of such under-tenant, lodger, 
or other person aforesaid, and are not goods or live stock to which 
this Act is expressed not to apply; and also, in the case of an under- 
tenant or lodger, setting forth the amount of rent (if any) then due 
to his immediate landlord, and the times at which future instalments 
of rent will become due, and the amount thereof, and containing an 
undertaking to pay to the superior landlord any rent so due or to 
become due to his immediate landlord, until the arrears of rent in 
respect of which the distress was levied or authorized to be levied have 
been paid off, and to such declaration shall be annexed a_ correct 
inventory, subscribed by the under-tenant, lodger, or other person 
aforesaid, of the furniture, goods, and chattels referred to in the 
declaration; and, if any under-tenant, lodger, or other person afore- 
said, shall make or subscribe such declaration and inventory knowing 
the same or either of them to be untrue in any material particular, he 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanour. By section 4: “‘ This Act 
shall not apply—(1) to goods belonging to the husband or wife of the 
tenant whose rent is in arrear, nor to goods comprised in any bill of 
sale, hire-purchase agreement or settlement made by such tenant, nor 
to goods in the possession, order, or disposition of such tenant by the 
consent and permission of the true owner under such circumstances 
that such tenant is the reputed owner thereof.”’ The county court judge 
gave judgment for the defendant, holding that the piano was in the 
possession, order or disposition of Wyard by the consent and permission 
of the plaintiffs under such circumstances that Wyard was its reputed 
owner. From this decision the plaintiffs appealed. They contended 
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(1) that the piano was in the possession of Mrs., and not of Mr., Wyard ; 
(2) that even if it were in the possession, order, or disposition of 
Wyard, it was not so by the consent and permission of the plaintiffs; 
and (3) even if that were so, it was not so under such circumstances 
that Wyard was its reputed owner. Further, they gontended that the 
words in section 4, ‘‘made by such tenant,’’ referred not only to the 
word ‘‘settlement,’’ but also to the words ‘‘any bill of sale or hire- 
purchase agreement.’’ Goods comprised in all hire-purchase agree- 
ments were not exempted from the provisions of the Act; but only 
those comprised in a hire-purchase agreement made by the tenant. It 
was contended for the defendant that the words ‘‘made by such 
tenant’’ only referred to the word ‘‘settlement,’’ and that all goods 
comprised in any hire-purchase agreement were exempted from the 
provisions of the Act. Further, on the question of ‘‘order and dis- 
position,’’ there was evidence before the county court judge to justify 
his findings, and the court would not disturb them. ['the case is 
not reported upon this point.] 

DaruinG, J., having stated that he thought the piano was not com- 
prised in any hire-purchase agreement made by the tenant, and that 
it was not in the possession of the tenant, though he was not prepared 
to say that there was no evidence that the piano was in his possession, 
said he thought there was no evidence that the piano was in the tenant’s 
possession by the consent and permission of the true owners, or that it 
was so, under such circumstances that the tenant was the reputed 
owner thereof. He then continued as follows: The only contention 
that remains is that arising under the terms of section 4: ‘‘ This Act 
shall not apply to goods belonging to the husband or wife of the 
tenant whose rent is in arrear, nor to goods comprised in any bill of 
sale, hire-purchase agreement, or settlement made by such tenant.’’ 
It is contended that these words ‘‘ made by such tenant’’ refer to the 
word ‘‘settlement’’ only, and that they do not refer to the words 
‘‘any bill of sale, hire-purchase agreement.’’ I do not propose to deal 
with the question whether the words ‘‘ hire-purchase agreement _ 
made by such tenant’’ mean a hire-purchase agreement made by the 
tenant granting goods or made by the tenant hiring them, although 
I think the argument of counsel for the respondent is right that they 
cannot apply to an agreement by which the tenant hires out goods 
and keeps them in his possession, because in that case he is simply 
the owner in possession. But, in my opinion, these words mean a 
hire-purchase agreement to which the tenant was in some way a party. 
We may take the case of a person who has a motor-car on the hire- 
purchase system, and takes it with him on a visit to a friend who 
owes his landlord rent. Suppose that the landlord distrains on the 
car. If counsel for the respondent is right, the hired motor-car could 
be seized for the rent of the friend with whom the hirer was staying. 
I cannot think that that is what the Legislature intended. This Act 
is an amendment and extension of the Lodgers’ Protection Act, 1871. 
Can it be, in the example I have just given, the motor-car could be 
seized simply because it was procured by the visitor under a hire 
purchase agreement ? I do not say the section is clear. But 
| think the words in this section can be read in the way contended for 
by the plaintiffs, and such a constru¢tion is more consonant with what 
they should mean than that put forward by the defendant. In my 
opinion, therefore, the appeal should be allowed. , 

BUCKNILL, J., gave judgment to the same effect.—Counsex, for the 
appellants, J. A. Simon, K.C., and Schwabe; for the respondent, J. BR. 
Atkin, K.C., and Gutteridge. Soricrrors, H. H. Tudor; Foulger, 
Robinson, & Miller. , 


[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.) 


ROGERS +. EUNGBLUI & CO. Bray and Coleridge, JJ. 27th April. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—D1istrRESs—Goops or THtrD Persons TAKEN 
DECLARATION—SIGNATURE OF ONE PARTNER TO-—STATUTORY DECLARA 
tions Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Witt. 4, c. 62)—Law or Distress AMEND 
MENT Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 53), ss. 1. 4. 


A declaration under section 1 of the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 
1908, need not bea statutory declaration under the Statutory Declara- 
tions Act, 1835. . 

Such a declaration was signed by a partner on behalf of the other 
partners of his firm, who were present, and who directly gave him 
authority to sign it. 

Held, that the declaration was duly signed by the firm. 


This was an appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge Bray, sitting 
at. the Edmonton County Court. The action was in detinue for the 
return of a piano or its value. The plaintiffs, Mesers. Rogers, 
Eungblut & Co., were a firm of pianoforte manufacturers. The 
defendant was a certificated bailiff. In July, 1909, a Mrs. Dello 
entered into a hire-purchase agreement with the plaintiffs, by which 
she agreed that the piano she received was to remain in her custody, 
and that until she had paid to the plaintiffs the full sum of twenty- 
seven guineas the piano was wo remain the sole property of the plaintifis. 
The piano was taken on to premises at Edmonton—No. 394, Hertford- 
road, Edmonton—held by Mrs. Dello’s husband as tenant. On the 
2nd of October, 1909, the landlord of these premises levied a distress 
for rent by the defendant, who was a certificated bailiff. The defendant 
seized the piano. On the 16th of October a partner in the plaintiffs’ 
firm signed a declaration under section 1 of the Law of Distress 
Amendment Act, 1908, on behalf of the other partners in the firm, who 
were present when he signed, and directly gave him authority to sign 
the declaration. The declaration was not a statutory declaration within 
the meaning of the Statutory Declarations Act, 1835. His honour gave 


judgment for the plaintiffs; the defendant appealed. Counsel for the 
defendant took four points on appeal. He contended (1) that the case 
was excepted from the operation of the Act by the provisions of 
section 4 (1) as the goods seized were comprised in a hire-purchase 
agreement, although not in a hire-purchase agreement, ‘‘ made by such 
tenant,’’ and that these words ‘‘made by such tenant’ only referred 
to the word ‘settlement,’’ and not to the words ‘‘any bill of 
sale, hire-purchase agreement’’; (2) that the piano was in the 
possession, order or disposition of the tenant by the consent 
of the true owner under such circumstances that he was the reputed 
owner of it, and was therefore, by section 4 (1) of the Act, excluded 
from its operation ; (3) that the declaration was not a statutory declara- 
tion within the meaning of the Statutory Declarations Act, 1835, and 
that the declaration sale section 1 of the Law of Distress Amendment 
Act, 1908, must be such a statutory declaration ; and (4) that the declara 
tion was not ‘‘a declaration in writing made by such . . . other 
person aforesaid ’’ within the meaning of section 1 of the Act of 1908, as 
it was only signed by one partner of the plaintiffs’ firm. Counsel for the 
appellant admitted that he could not argue points (1) and (2) since 
their determination in Shenstone & Co. v. Freeman (So.ictrors’ 
JOURNAL). 

CoLERIDGE, J., gave the judgment of the court, as follows :—There 
are only two points with which we have to deal. The other points 
raised by the appellant have been decided against him in the case ot 
Shenstone d&: Co. v. Freeman, and unless and until they have been held 
to have been decided wrongly, we are bound to follow the decisions 
in that case. Of the two points that remain, the first is whether, under 
the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908, a person claiming the 
goods seized satisfies the terms of the statute by simply signing a 
document, a declaration which is not a statutory declaration. We 
should have expected that if a statutory declaration under the Act 
of 1835 was required, the Act would have said so. That a statutory 
declaration is not required is shewn by the fact that at the end of 
section 1 it is enacted that: “‘if any under-tenant, lodger, or other 
person aforesaid shall make or subscribe such declaration and inventory, 
knowing the same or either of them to be untrue in any material par- 
ticular, he shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanour.’’ Had the 
Legislature intended that the declaration under the Act of 1908 should 
be a statutory declaration under the Act of 1835 this provision would 
have been mere surplusage, because the signing of a statutory declara 
tion which is untrue to the knowledge of the subscriber is already 
a misdemeanour under the Statutory Declarations Act, 1835, by 
which: ‘‘in any case where a declaration is substituted for an oath 
under the authority of this Act . . . or is directed and authorized 
to be made and subscribed under the authority of this Act . . . any 
person who shall wilfully and corruptly make and subscribe any such 
declaration, knowing the same to be untrue in any material particular, 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanour.’’ So it is clear that a 
statutory declaration is not necessary. The next point is whether or 
not section 1 of the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908, has been 
complied with, by which: ‘‘such . . . other person aforesaid may 
serve such superior landlord or the bailiff or other agent employed by 
him to levy such distress with a declaration in writing made ‘by such 
SS other person aforesaid.’’ In this case a firm laid claim wo this 
piano, and the way in which their declaration was signed was by a 
partner signing it on behalf of the other partners, who were present, 
and who directly gave him authority to sign it. So that objection also 
goes. The appeal must be dismissed, with costs.—-CounsgEL, for the 
appellant, Humphrey Williams; for the respondents, Schwabe. 
Soticrrors, Hubert Reeves & Co.; H. E. Tudor. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
In the Goods of BICHARD BROWN (Deceased). Bargrave Deane, J. 


2nd May. 


PROBATE—ADMINISTRATION WITH WILL ANNEXED TO MRESIDUARY 
LEGATEES—APPLICATION FOR PROBATE TO TRUSTEES AS EXECUTORS 
ACCORDING TO THE TENOR—REFUSAL By CouRT. 

The court will not find that trustees named in a will are executors 
according to the tenor, unless there is some direction in the document 
that they are to do some act of an executory character. 


Motion for administration with the will annexed to the estate of 
Richard Brown, of Southampton, who died on the 21st of January, 
1910, on behalf of his daughter, Flora Nicholson. There was a cross- 
motion by Maurice Wheeler and George Derrick, trustees named in 
the said will, dated the 14th of August, 1907, claiming probate of the 
said will as executors according to the tenor. In the alternative a 
grant of administration with the will annexed was asked for by Eva 
McDonald Brown, the testator’s youngest daughter, and residuary 
legatee. Counsel for the applicant stated that no executors had been 
named in the will, but the testator had appointed two trustees to carry 
out certain trusts relating to Mrs. Pritchard (another daughter of the 
testator, but not a residuary legatee), and the payment of an annuity 
to another relative. The material words of the will were: “I give 
power to my frustees to arrange with my daughters, Flora and Eva, to 





divide the shares, &c. . . . . 80 as to prevent forced sales on the 
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market and so depreciate their value. I would like my trustees to do 
nothing but what is absolutely necessary until my son-in-law, Mr. 
John Nicholson, in Perth, West Australia, is heard from.’’ These words 
could not by any possibility be construed into an appointment as 
executors, and there were no executorship duties cast upon the 
trustees. In these circumstances Flora Nicholson claimed administra- 
tion, her husband being a solicitor of experience, while her sister, Eva, 
was unmarried and not in good health. On behalf of the trustees it 
was submitted that the testator had not only appointed them trustees 
to protect Mrs. Pritchard’s interests, but had also specially named 
them as ‘‘my trustees,”’ using the words as a Scotchman would as the 
equivalent of ‘‘executors.’’ The will was a holograph one and the 
testator a retired Scotch merchant, and in order to arrive at a proper 
construction of the will the court must put itself inthe frame of mind of 
the testator. The trustees certainly had to communicate with Mr. 
Nicholson, presumably to have the benefit of his advice on local invest- 
ments, but failing him, they would act on their own judgment. The 
trustees had, in fact, paid funeral expenses, debts, wages, and pro- 
vided cash for the household until after the arrival in England of Mr. 
Nicholson, when disputes had arisen between the sisters. In the 
circumstances the will was within the principles laid down in the case 
of In the Goods of Adamson (L. R. 3 P. & M. 253). Counsel for Mrs. 
Pritchard supported the cross-motion. 

BARGRAVE Deane, J., after reviewing the facts, said that in order 
to justify the court in finding that trustees named in a will were 
executors according to the tenor, there must be some direction in the 
will to do some act of an executory character. There were no such 
words in the present case, as there had been in the will referred to 
in In the Goods of Adamson (supra). There there were specific words 
indicating certain duties appertaining to executorship, but here there 
were none. The will, however, contained this passage, which indicated 
that the two daughters were to act in some capacity :—‘‘ I would 
strongly advise my daughters to invest in bonds, debentures, and 
such like securities, some of the foreign bonds being good, as I do 
not consider it prudent for a woman to hold speculative stocks or 


average there were two vacancies each year arising through deatl® 
and retirement, and these had to be filled by new members, that was- 
that one-fifth of the ordinary members would be new members every 
year. It was thought by the Council, and the members agreed witl» 
them, that the efficient work of the Council, especially their committee 
work, which was of great importance, would be prejudiced by a more 
rapid renewal. There were some difficulties in the way, and negotia 

tions with the Privy Council were opened on the 2nd of June. 
1909, and he must read the section of the charter which referred to 
the subject in hand : ‘“ It should be lawful for members of the society. 
or such of them as should be then present, to make such bye-laws as 
should seem necessary or proper for providing that any number of the 
members of the Council, not exceeding at any one election three such 
members then retiring from membership, should be ineligible for re- 
election for any period not exceeding one year from the time of the 
election.’’ The bye-laws now submitted to meeting carried out the terms 
of the resolution passed by the society in July, 1907. By the courtesy 

of a member who was presently to move an amendment, he (the pre 

sident) had been shewn the terms of that amendment, but he did not 








shares, the risk is too great.’’ Therefore the court must reject the 
cross-motion for probate, but would 
will annexed jointly to Mrs. Flora Nicholson and Miss Eva Brown. 
The costs of all parties must come out of the estate, as the litigation 
was entirely due to the testator’s own omission.—CounseL, ayford, 
for applicant; J. H. Murphy, for trustees and Miss Brown; W. 0. 


grant administration with the | 





Willis, for Mrs. Pritchard. Soricrrors, White d& Leonard ; Speechley, 
Vumford, & Craig, for BE. R. Ensor, Southampton; Church, Adams 
&: Prior, for A. 2. Withy, Swindon. 

{Reported by Diesy Cores-Prerpy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
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Societies. 


The Law Society. 
SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 


A special general meeting of the Law Society was held at the Society's 
Hall, Chane ery-lane, on ‘Friday, the 29th ult., the president, Ir. 
Wittiam Howarp WInNTERBOTHAM, taking the chair. Among thcse 
present were Mr. Henry James Johnson (vice-president), Mr. James 
Samuel Beale, Mr. Thomas William Bischoff, Mr. John James Dumville | 
Botterell, Mr. John Wreford Budd, Mr. Alfred Henry Coley (Birming- 
ham), Sir Homewood Crawford, Mr. Robert Wilham Dibdin, Mr. 
Walter Dowson, Mr. Robert Ellett (Cirencester), Sir Edward Henry 
Fraser, D.C.L. (Nottingham), Mr. Samuel Garrett, M.A., Mr. Charles 
Goddard, Mr. William John Humfrys (Hereford), Mr. Charles Henry 
Morton (Liverpool), Mr. Robert Chancellor Nesbitt, Mr. Ernest Fitz- 
john Oldham, Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. Thomas Rawle, Mr. 
William Arthur Sharpe, Mr. Frank William Stone (Tunbridge Wells), 
Mr. Richard Stephens Taylor, Mr. Walter Trower, and Mr. William 
Melmoth Walters (members of the Council); Mr. Charles Elton Long- 
more (Hertford), and Mr. Richard Alfred Pinsent (Birmingham), extra- | 
ordinary members; and Mr. 8. P. B. Bucknill (secretary), and Mr. 
E. R. Cook (assistant secretary). 

ELECTION OF 


CoUNCIL. 

The Presipent said it was his duty to call the attention of the 
meeting to the first matter on the agenda, certain resolutions which he 
had to move from the chair. He thought it would be desirable to 
remind the meeting of what had occurred previously, because it was 
now nearly three years since the matter was first brought up. The 
Council was composed of twenty-nine town and eleven country members, 
and there were ten extraordinary members, who were all country 
members. The matter before the meeting related to the election of 
the forty ordinary members. The ten who had been longest in office 
retired at each annual meeting, and, under the present arrangements, 
were all eligible for re-election. But at the general meeting of July, 
1907, the following resolution was proposed and carried by a large 
majority on a poll : ‘That the necessary steps be taken for altering 
the charter of 1845 and the bye-laws so as to provide that three members 
of the Council retiring at each annual meeting should be ineligible for 
re-election for one year, vas three members to be determined by the 
Council.’’ That was carried as an amendment to a resolution, which 
proposed that the whole of the ten members should be ineligible for 
re-e When that was moved it was pointed out that on an 





re-election. 


think it advisable or convenient to refer to it further, because the 
member would explain it himself. But he thought it would be desir 

able that he should just explain the position of the Council in the 
matter. These bye-laws were submitted to the meeting in compliance 
with the resolution af@opted by the society in 1907. They were not 
submitted as suggestions or recommendations to the society, but the 
Council submitted them because these were the instructions which were 
given to them in the hall at the meeting in July, 1907. The Council 
felt that the question was one which was entirely for the members to 
deal with. There was just one fact which he thought the meeting 
ought to have before them before he moved the resolutions. Wher 
that resolution was moved, as he had stated, it was suggested that 
there had been on an average two casual vacancies each year, which 
with the three would make five. He had gone with some care into the 
matter to discover what was the recent. experience during the last three 

years, and he had been a little startled to find what the result had 
been. There were three years ago twenty-eight—the usual number was 
twenty-nine—London members on the Council. Only fourteen of those 
twenty-nine who were on the Council three years ago were now on the 
Council; in other words, half the London members who were there 
three years ago had died or retired. It had been the fact that there 

had been fifteen vacancies in the three years, as a matter of fact. 
out of the twenty-nine London members. Twelve new members had 
been elected, and there were three vacancies by deaths which would 
have to be dealt with in July. That meant that out of twenty-nine 
London members there were fourteen who were there three years ago. 

and there were twelve new members and three vacancies. There had 
been, therefore, an average of five casual vacancies in the year, with 

out reckoning the vacancies of country members. He had thought he 
ought to mention that fact, because he thought it had some bearing on 
the matter which had now to come before the meeting. He would 
formally move the first resolution, which was as follows : ‘‘ That bye 

law 40 of the existing bye-laws of the society be repealed, and that 

the following bye-law be made in substitution for bye-law 40 and 
inserted and numbered accordingly. On the day of the annual general 
meeting in each vear the ten members of the Council who have been 
longest in office shall go out of office, and their places shall be filled 
by election. As between two or more members of the Council who 
have been in office for the same length of time, the members to go 
out of office shall in default of agreement between them be determined 
by the Council. <A retiring member shall be eligible for re-election 
provided that of the ten members of the Council who in each year go 
out of office under the provisions of this bye-law three shall be ineligible 
for re-election at the annual general meeting at which they so go out of 

office or at any adjournment of such meeting, and the three members 
so to be ineligible shall in default of agreement be selected by the 
Council. The “outgoing members of thee Council shall be considered 

in office not only ‘until the annual general meeting shall break up on 

adjourn, but until others shall be respectively elected in their place.”” 

That was a revocation of the bye-law. The old bye-law 40 was revoked, 

and it was proposed that a new bye-law should be substituted as sex 

forth. 


Mr. T. R. Hastam (London) said he had 
amendment, and he should like to say that in so doing he had only 
one object in view—namely, to endeavour, so far as he could, to pei 
petuate the Council in its attitude, such as the members had been 
accustomed to for the last thirty or forty years. He thonght that 
any change that was likely to cause any difference in either the status 
or the class of men to which the members had been accustomed as 
the Council of the Law Society of England, was a change which they 
ought to take very great care was not made without very great and 
careful consideration. For his own part, he could not understand 
how the society had arrived at the position it was in to-day. He 
respectfully suggested that they were labouring under some miscon 
ception as to what really was the desire of a very few members of 
the society only, who clamoured for a change in the personnel of the 
Council ; but he would endeavour to give some reasons why they should 
at least see that they were not going in the wrong direction before the 
resolution was carried, and whether something less than the terms ot 
the resolution would not suffice for the purposes of the society. The 
resolution went so far as to suggest that of the ten members of the 
Council retiring by rotation, three should in any event be rendered 
ineligible for re-election every year. When that resolution was drawn 


ventured to move an 
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it was evidently forgotten that by the natural wastage which took place 
on the Council from year to year there were casual vacancies, and his 
suggestion was that these casual vacancies should be filled before 
disturbing the eligibility of the ten retiring members. In that way 
he believed there would be a sufficient influx of new blood on the 
Council to satisfy the reasonable requirements of all those members 
«wf the society who had the interests of the profession at heart. He 
sometimes wondered, and particularly when as, in the case of this 
meeting, he saw the very sparse attendance, whether the rank and 
file of the members quite realized how very important the work of 
the Council was. He supposed that very few of them took the trouble 
to analyze the reports which they received from time to time, and 
he supposed that fewer still really appreciated how very important, 
how very serious, how very heavy the work of the Council was in 
safeguarding and protecting the interests of the general body of the 


solicitors of the country. He thought there was among the rank 
and file of solicitors an apathy which did not redound to the credit 
of the members. But in order that the meeting might have some 


conception of the importance of the work which the Council was called 
upon to perform, he would remind them that there were eighteen 
committees of the Council, and that last year these committees met 
no less than 187 times. In addition to the committee meetings, there 
were no less than thirty-five Council meetings. ,And when those who 
complained of the constitution of the Council clamoured for an influx 
«f new blood he sometimes thought they could not quite realize whether 
the class of men who would be nominated by themselves would be 
able to afford the time or would be able to bring to bear the ability 
and experience which were absclutely essential in order that the work 
of. the Council should be properly performed. Moreover, on this 
qjuestion it must not be forgotten that the associated provincial law 
societies would have a great deal to say The country members of 
the society outnumbered the London members, and therefore this was 





not a question upon which the London members had the right to | 


adjudicate, and they must recognize to the full the rights of the 
«ountry members. It must also be remembered that these country 
members expected that the gentlemen who were nominated to the 
Council should be men who by reputation, by position in the profession, 
by their ability and by their influence, were able to afford the time 
and to supply the experience which were necessary in order to perform 
the very numerous and extremely onerous duties which fell to the 
members of the Council. The fact that that body should be in a 
«constant state of change and flux would not produce the effective 
work which the members were in the habit of receiving from the 
members of the Council now as they had for many years past. If 
x class of men got on the Council who could not afford to do effective 
work, then the work would of necessity be badly performed. Whether 
it was considered from the point of view of the London or the country 
member, those who had the truest interests of the society at heart 
must insist upon it as an absolute precedent that the men who came 
forward to take a seat on the Council must be those able to safeguard 
the truest interests of the society, more particularly when one con 
sidered the enormous inroads and trespasses which were being made 
upon what in the past they had believed to be their privileges and 
rights. He moved as an amendment ‘On the day of the annual 
meeting in each vear the ten members of the Council who have been 
longest in office shall, subject as hereinafter provided, go out of office 
and their places shall be filled by re-election. As between two or more 
members of the Council who have been in office for the same length of 
time. the members to go out of office shall. in default of agreement 
between them, be determined by the Council. Such retiring members 
shall be eligible for re-election. In any year in which, by reason of 
death, resignation, or otherwise, there shall be any additional vacancy 
or vacancies on the Council, then such vacancy or vacancies shall be 
filled by election, and if such additional vacancies do not amount in 
such vear to three, then such a number of the retiring members of the 
Council as will make up the number of vacancies to three shall be 
ineligible for re election The members so to be ineligible in such 
event shall, in default of agreement, be selected by the Council. The 
outgoing members of the Council shall be considered as in office, not 
only until the annual general meeting shall break up or adjourn, but 
until others shall have been elected in their place.’ 

Mr. J. S. Rusrnstern (London), rising on a point of order, said it 
was very inconvenient that amendments of this kind should be sprung 


upon the meeting without the members having had an opportunity of | 


considering them. Clearly it was desirable in a matter of this sort 
that any such amendment should have been communicated to the 
members in print, so that they might have an opportunity of realising 
the true state of the case, because it was very desirable that the 
members should vote in the way they would wish. 

The PresipeEntT said it had never been the custom to require membei 
to send any notice of amendments and print them on the paper of 
business. It had always been considered that it was open to a membei 
to move an amendment at the meeting without notice. It w only 
by the courtesy of the mover in the present instance that a copy of 
the amendment had been sent to him as president. As matter of 
fact the amendment had not been before the Council 

Mv. Cuartes Forp (London) supported the point of ordei 
the meeting did not know wl 
president, who could, of course, 
printed it and circulated it among 


41 


«pen to any member to move the adjournment of the meeting 





He said 
when the amendment was sent to the 
f he had thought it desirable, have 
the members. It would, of course, be 


davs befor 


The Perestpent said he had received the amendment t 


} 





the meeting. There had therefore been no opportunity of circulating 
it. It was quite open to any one, of course, to move the adjourn. 
ment of the meeting, and that any amendment should be printed and 
circulated. 

A Member rose to another point of order. He submitted that the 
amendment was out of order as being contrary to the resolution passed 
in 1907. 

The PRESIDENT said it was perfectly open to the meeting, he took 
it, to reverse anything they had done at a previous meeting, or 
vary it as they might think fit. The resolution in question was 
passed in that hall, and it was perfectly open to the meeting to 
rescind it if they thought desirable. 

A Member asked if it was not contrary to the charter. 

The PRESIDEN Oh, no. It was entirely in accordance with the 
charter. The charter said the society was at liberty to make bye-laws 
and that these might provide that any number of the retiring members 
not exceeding three should be ineligible for re-election. It was entirely 
within the charter, but the society were not compelled to make such 
bve-laws. 

Another Member said that the point was that the bye-laws would be 
altered without notice to the general body of the members. 

The PReEsmDENT said that when new bye-laws were moved it w 
perfectly open to members to suggest any amendments they thought 
desirable. 

Mr. Hastam said that the point of the amendment was really very 
simple. He simply suggested by his amendment that before the 
meeting passed these resolutions rendering ineligible for re-election 
those who otherwise would be eligible for re-election they should fill up 
the casual vacancies which occurred from year to year. Having 
filled up the casual vacancies, if in any year such casual vacancies 
did not amount to three, such retiring members of the Council as 
would make up the number who were ineligible to three should not 
seek re-election. . 

Mr. Forp asked Mr. Haslam if he would tell the meeting how they 
were to fill up the vacancies. 

Mr. Hastam said he was not there for the purpose of being cross 
examined by Mr. Ford. He should address his observations to th 
chair. 

The Prestpent thought it would be better that Mr. Haslam should 
finish his remarks. 





Mr. Hastam said the amendment was perfectly plain in principle, 
und he believed it would have the effect of producing that infusion 
of new blood that was asked for by a prudent and reasonable and fair 
arrangement whereby the Council might hope in each year to have 
sprinkling of new members. And in order that there might be no mis 
conception, he should like to say that he thought that the Council. in 
drafting the motions, must have overlooked one important fact, namely 
that although ten retiring members might seek re-election, it did not 
in the least follow that they would all be re-elected, and therefore 
any arrangements based on the supposition that the ten retiring 
members would in fact be re-elected were arrangements based upon 
false assumptions, the whole fabric of which ought to fall. He kne 
that in the past it had been said by Mr. Ford and others that th 
ten retiring members were always re-elected, but, logically, what 
was there to prevent these gentlemen from bringing forward ten o1 
twenty or thirty candidates if they liked for election at each annual 
meeting? If they could bring forward candidates, and get them 
proposed, seconded, and supported they were quite at liberty to do so. 
The voting was perfectly fair, the arrangements were perfectly fai! 
There were scrutineers to look after the voting, and he did not know 
of any reasén in the world why, given suitable candidates, they should 
not be elected at-each annual meeting in place of the retiring candi- 
(ates, But to assume because ter members retired that therefore 
they were going to be re-elected was a false assumption upon which 
the whole of this trouble had arisen. In order to show that ther 
was no foundation for the change which had been suggested he had 
taken some particulars from the reports for thé years 1905 to 1909. and 
he found that in 1905 the number of Council members was fortv. of 
whom one died. In 1906 there were twelve vacancies and two casual 
vacancies, one by retirement, one by death. In 1907 there were thirts 
nine members of the Council and twelve vacancies, including the 
casual vacancies caused by resignation. In 1908 there were thirty-ei ht 
members of the Council and thirteen vacancies, and there were three 
casual vacancies, two retirements, and one death, and three out of the 
ten did not seek re-election, making a total which had to be filled uj 
of no less than six for that year. In 1909 there were thirty-ei ht 
members and twelve vacancies, including two casual vacancies one by 
retirement, one by death; but four of the retiring members did not 
seek re-election, the result being that in 1909 there were no less thas 
six new members who had to be elected on the Council. In 1910 ‘i 
what he was sure they must all regard as a most regrettable fact ’ the 
society had lost up till now no less than four members of the Council 
and it was possible that by July there might be certain othe) ’ 
tions, so that there would then be at least fourteen vacancies to fill 
up. These figures satisfied him that any allegation of the kind 
referred to was unwarranted, and he believed it was this allecatio: 
that was at the foundation of the discontent and complaint which he 
was bound to say he did not think was general, but confined to om 
or two of those gentlemen who came there meeting after meeting t 
grumble and complain at everything the Council did, and hed dos > f ; 
the last twenty years, to his knowledge. He believed that the bse ro 
of the society in overwhelming numbers agreed that there had al vr 
heen a sufficient number of new candidates coming orwand 
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election to render it out of all reason to suggest that the Council were 


composed of a body who were elected again and again—he dared say 
jt was suggested that they elected themselves year in and year out, and 
that its members were never varied or changed. Of those who were 
members of the Council in 1905 there were now only twenty-one out 
of the forty who were members to-day. Out of those who were members 
in 1906 there were now only twenty-two remaining. Of those who were 
members in 1907 there were only twenty-four. Of those who were 
members in 1908 there were only thirty, and of those who were members 
in 1908 four had alveady died, and their places would have to be filled 
up. Thus, taking the five years from 1905 to 1909, it would be found 
that there had been going on, by deaths and resignations and other 
causes, @ Very considerable wastage of good material on the Council. all 
which wastage had to be made good. In discussing the matter they 
should not regard their own personal inclinations, but they must have 
regard to the wishes of the whole of the members, and particularly 
of those members connected with the associated provincial law societies, 
who said there must be men elected to the Council who would satisfy 
them. not men imported into the position simply because they were 
clamouring to get on to the Council. He was sure that the members 
did net realize what it meant to be a member of the Council, and the 
jmmense amount of labour it entailed. He had confidence in hoping 
that the meeting would accept his amendment instead of the motion, 
which he thought had been moved not because the Council thought 
it would be best for the interests of the society, but because they felt 
that, having regard to what had taken place in the past, there was 
some duty on their part to bring it forward. He had confidence in 
appealing to the members of the society, and even to the members of 
the Council themselves, in the belief that on reflection they would see 
that his amendment would be satisfactory and sufficient for all practical 
purposes. 

Mr. FrepERIcK WALKER (London) seconded the amendment, reserving 


Mr. RvuBINsTEIN moved that the further consideration of the matter 
should be adjourned to the next general meeting in order that the 
Council! might consider it, and possibly, on reflection on what the 
mover of the amendment had said, they might think proper to adopt 
the amendment. It was not a matter that could be properly considered 
at the present meeting. Notwithstanding the very lucid explanation 
given by Mr. Haslam, it was not easy to follow the whole of his 
argument. He thought it had not been expected that there would 
be any opposition to the terms of the proposal foreshadowed in the 
motions. He thought that the better plan would be to adjourn it, and 
to bring it forward at the next general meeting. 

Sir Joun Gray Hit (Liverpool) asked whether it was the intention 
of the meeting to adjourn the consideration of the matter until the 
meeting in July, so as to prevent the new rule from operating at the 
next election, or did they propose to adjourn it until a date close at 
hand 

The PRestpent said that, on behalf of the Council, he did not think 
they, would desire to consider the matter, as had been suggested. The 
matter had been considered very carefully by the Council in the view 
that they had a direction to prepare certain bye-laws on certain lines, 
and they had prepared them, and now submitted them to the meeting. 
It was entirely a question for the members to decide. If the arguments 
which had been put forward had decided them that these bye-laws 
were not desirable, it was perfectly open to them to say so. The 
Council would not consider it in any way as an expression of want 
of confidence in them. The meeting was perfectly at liberty to adopt 
any amendment they thought proper. He thought that, the matter 
being now before the general meeting, it was very desirable that they 
should come to a conclusion upon it, because if the amendment or any 
other were adopted it must be on the lines that there was to be a 
renewal of members of the Council every year, and that that renewal 
should be provided for, and as certain casual vacancies could not be 
provided for, as far as possible that should be done by means of making 
certain members ineligible for re-election. The number of members 
that should be so made ineligible seemed to be the practical question. 
It could not’ be more than three, because the charter would not allow 

larger number. It might be less, and that was an exceedingly simple 
issue, which, without any printed notices, he thought the meeting might 
fully understand and deal with. 

Mr. Forp, on a point of order, said he thought that the bve-laws 
required that when the adjournment of the meeting was moved and 
seconded it should be put to the meeting. 

The PRESIDENT said he would put the motion for adjournment. 

Mr. RvuBENSTEIN said that assuming the consideration of the matter 
was adjourned to the meeting in July, the election, he understood, 
would take place on the old lines. Was there any reason why it should 


not go on on the old lines for another year? He thought the meeting 
would be making a mistake in jumping to a conclusion to-day. 
Che Presmpent said that unless new bye-laws were made, the election 


would proceed in the old way. But the point was before the meeting, 
which had spent some time in discussing it. and if it were adjourned it 
would all have to be brought up again, and discussed again in general 
meeting He ventured to suggest that it would be more convenient to 
continue the discussion ; at the same time, he was entirely in the hands 
of the mnembers. ; 

The motion for adjournment was negatived. 

Mr. B ARKLE (Liverpool) said that if the amendment were carried it 
looked as if it would land them in another difficulty with respect to the 


existing bye-laws. The proposition shortly was that in filling up the 





Council to the number of forty, and with ten retired, as they must be 
at every annual meeting, the members should, before filling up the 
vacancies caused by the retiring members, first of all fill up all the 
casual vacancies, and if in that way they got new blood to the extent of 
three members of the Council, then anybody who would have retired 
should not be eligible. But the existing bye-law 45 said that casual 
vacancies among the members of the Council should be filled by election 
at the next annual general meeting, and it must be by alteration in the 
bye-law only that they could give effect to what was proposed by the 
amendment. He had presided at a meeting of the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies that morning, and he was authorized by that meet- 
ing to attend the general meeting, and assent in principle to the motions 
put forward by the Council. The meeting of the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies was a fairly large one, and it was unanimous in drafting 
an amendment to the motion which he would move when the present 
amendment had been disposed of. He would, however, read it, because 
it gave the effect the proposer wished, and perhaps he would withdraw 
his amendment and allow this to be brought forward. By his amend- 
ment the motion would stand exactly as it appeared on the paper of 
business, and it was proposed to add at the end the following words : 
‘* 1f at any annual general meeting the number of vacancies in the Coun- 
cil (other than those caused by retirement in rotation) by reason of the 
death, resignation or disqualification of members of the Council since 
the last annual general meeting (in this bye-law called ‘annual 
vacancies’) shall exceed four, the portion of this bye-law which pro- 
vides for retiring members being ineligible for re-election shall not 
apply. If the number of casual vacancies shall be four, two retiring 
members shall be ineligible for re-election. If the number 
of casual vacancies shall be two, three’ retiring members 
shall be ineligible for re-election.” In that way the character 
would not be affected, and what all the country members thought a 
great improvement would be brought about—that was, the making it 
unnecessary on every occasion of the election to break up the continuity 
of work in the Council. If there were four or five deaths or resigna 
tions, and three members were compulsorily retired, the continuity of 
work must be affected. The Associated Provincial Law Societies had 
moved very largely in the matter in 1907, and what was done by the 
predominating members in the country should commend itself to the 
meeting. 

Mr. WALKER asked whether he was to understand that the substantial 
difference between the amendment before the meeting and the amend- 
ment now suggested was that in one case the society might only part 
with three of the retiring members at a time, whilst in the other case it 
must be at least five. 

The PRESIDENT said it was substantially so, but not exactly, because 
the charter would only allow three to be compulsorily retired, and the 
Council could not ensure that two of its members would die each year. 

Mr. Waker asked if the amendment before the meeting was for a 
less introduction of new blood than the amendment which was sug- 
gested. 

The Presiwent : That is so. 

Mr. WALKER said that if that was so he should vote in favour of the 
amendment before the meeting. He ventured to think that the apathy 
which had been referred to by the mover of the amendment was an 
apathy which might or might not be discreditable to the members of 
the society, but it was distinctly complimentary to the members 
of the Council, because, according to his experience, which was 
much more in company matters than of meetings of the society, 
whenever there was substantial opposition to the directorate there were 
infallibly very large and lively meetings, and when a very few attended 
and a good deal of apathy was shown, the explanation was that the 
directorate, or in this instance the Council, was giving general satisfac 
tion to the general body of shareholders or members. Of course, it 
went without saying that whatever directorate or Council there might 
be, there would always be certain members who would not be satisfied. 
He believed that the society was the happy possessor of certain members 
who would not be satisfied even if there was a Council of archangels 
He ventured to think that the general feeling of the members was that 
they were satisfied with the Council. They had ample power of show 
ing their dissatisfaction by not re-electing the retiring members. The 
resolution which had been moved from the chair was a resolution to tie 
the hands of the members behind their backs. It was a resolution which 
said that they were not to be allowed to re-elect certain members. He 
wanted to know why they as free men were to have it dictated to them 
that they were not to re-elect this gentleman or that. It appeared that 
the mover of the amendment went so far as to say that to some extent 
there should be compulsory retirement. He was not sure he was pre 
pared to support compulsory retirement, but at the same time, in 
deference to the wishes of those who desired to introduce new blood, 
and who were not strong enough to get their candidates elected unless 
they could disqualify the old members, he would accept the amendment, 
and vote in its favour. 

Sir Joun Gray Hitt said he quite agreed with the spirit which had 
actuated the last speaker. He had not served eighteen or nineteen 
years upon the Council without knowing what very valuable work was 
done there, and how very unfortunate it would be if many of the 
members who had served for years on certain committees and devoted 
their attention to certain matters were compulsorily excluded from re 
election. But at the same time, he thought the members would be 
stultifying themselves if they were to go back on the resolution passed 
in general meeting in 1907. and they must remember that although all 
things were lawful, all things were not expedient, and that there was a 
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certain feeling of suspicion (unwarranted) outside—that idea of the 
Council re-electing themselves, which was quite absurd, but still which 
was an idea that had hold of some of the members. He thought, there- 
fore, that it was expedient to yield somewhat to that spirit than to go 
back from what the society had done. He thought also that when 
they came to consider that the Associated Provincial Law Societies, who 
were a very powerful body, and could lead the whole of the country 
vote, were in favour of the amendment shadowed forth by Mr. Arkle, 
that it would be desirable, in the interests of peace, and satisfactory 
to the society generally, if the amendment now before the meeting were 
withdrawn, and Mr. Arkle’s amendment substituted for it. He did not 
think that any mischief would be done, and he did not think it would 
lead to a feeling of satisfaction in the country generally. So, while 
entirely agreeing with the spirit of the speech of the last speaker, he 
wished that Mr. Haslam could see his way to withdraw his amendment 
in favour of that of Mr. Arkle. 

Mr. HastaM said that after hearing the remarks of Sir John Gray 
Hill and other speakers, he would like to withdraw his amendment. 
He should like to say that this was a dangerous procedure, more par 
ticularly when they knew that a man who had once been rendered 
ineligible would never come forward for election again. He would be 
lost to the society for ever. 

The PREsIvENT said it came to this, he took it, that there should be 
a sliding scale, that if the members of Council did not go off by what 
were conveniently called ‘‘ casual vacancies ’’ to the number of five, 
three of the retiring members were to be ineligible for re-election, so 
that there might be as nearly as possible five new members elected every 
year. 

Mr. Waker said it was a minimum of three - a maximum of five. 

The Prestpent: And if you can only get rid of us quickly enough 
it will be five. 

Mr. Hastam signified his willingness to withdraw his amendment 
in favour of that of Mr. Arkle. 

Mr. ARKLE then moved his amendment. 

Mr. S. F. Butcuer (Manchester) seconded the amendment on behalf 
of the Manchester Law Society. He pointed out that it really carried 
out to the full extent the resolution of 1907, which the bye-law put 
forward by the Council was endeavouring to carry out. At the 
meeting in 1907 Mr. Ellett had referred to the fact that the average 
number of members of the Council retiring by death or resignation 


have found it desirable to have to say a word in defen f the 
Council. He was sure the suggestions which had been made by 
members of the society in the opposite direction were purely personal, 
and that the general body of the members did not apply them. They 
were very satisfied with the Council, and the Council apparently 
were satisfied with the members of the soc iety. At all events, there 
was a general agreement between the Council and the members with 


regard to this matter. The Council had carried out the very spirit 
of the resolution of 1907, and, in adopting the resolution, the meeting 
would, instead of acting contrary to the resolution of 1907, be acting 


in entire accord with it. 

The PRestpent said that he did not want the meeting to adopt the 
amendment as a bye-law. He was not at all sure that a little further 
consideration as to its form might not be necessary, and he would 
suggest that if the amendment were adopted it should be treated as 
a resolution of instruction to the Council to revise the bye-laws on 
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| stood, and that if the Council found upon consideration that i 


was two, and had spoken of the compulsory retirement of three | 


making an aggregate of five in each year. Unfortunately, as had 
already been detailed, Providence did not average matters in the way 
it could be done on paper, therefore it was hoped by the amendment 
to get over that difficulty. 

Mr. Forp hoped the meeting would not adopt the amendment. The 
society by a great majority at a meeting when the hall was packed 
had come to a decision which, after a remarkably long lapse of 
time, had been obeyed by the Council, and now there was a Manceuvre 
by a side wind, and without any notification to the general body 
of the members, to make this alteration in a decision so deliberately 
come to by the great bulk of the profession. It was not complimentary 
to the members, and he was rather astonished that the provincial | 
law societies, who, as a rule, set such an excellent example to the 
Council, had not taken care that the members all had an opportunity 
of deliberately considering the matter before coming to the meeting 
He thought that this was undoubtedly a retrograde step. It was drift 
ing back to the old order of things of forty years ago, the house 
list, for men who got on the Council never went off until they died. 
The Council were like life peers, and they were really elected for life. 
The wise course to take would be to adjourn the matter in ordei 
that the members might fully consider the whole question, and that 
the views of the profession might be ascertained. He quite admitted 
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that there were ane country than London solicitors who were members | 


of the society, but did not see that that was a reason why the 
provincial law societies should not give the London solicitors an 
opportunity of considering the question. It did not require much 
wisdom to see how this had come about. It was perfectly clear that 
the Council never liked that resolution of July, 1907. and the matter 
had been brought before the members in this belated way. It 
would have been very much better if the Council had said they did 


not like it and were going by hook or crook to knock it on the | 


head. He therefore moved that the consideration of the question be 
adjourned. If that were done and the amendment was put in blac 
and white there would be a very much larger attendance of members 
of the society, whether they were London or country solicitors, who 
would have an opportunity of considering it in all its bearings. 

Mr. R. Ettett (Cirencester) said he desired to enter a strong protest 
against Mr. Ford’s suggestion that there had been any manceuvring 
in the matter. It had fallen to his lot to move in general meeting 
in that hall the resolution which was passed, not only at the meeting 
but on the poll in July, 1907, and he knew that the spirit of that 
motion, which had been adopted by the Council, was simply that 
there should be a guarantee of five vacancies every year. And that 
being so, so far from there being any maneuvring, the provincial 
law societies had only been carrying out their own views as expressed 
at that time in moving, as they had done, the amendment which was 
before the meeting, and which carried out in actual substance and 
spirit what the meeting intended in 1907. 

The PRESIDENT said there was no seconder for the motion fo1 
adjournment. 

Mr. G. B. Crook 


(London) said he was sorry any member should 
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the lines laid down in it, and that they should bring the bye-laws up 
for final approval at the annual meeting in July, and that in July 
they should act upon them. He should be very sorry, having only 
| heard the amendment moved, to say that it would effectually carry 


} 


out the wishes of the society. He hoped there would not be a long 
| discussion upon it in July, but the Council would then be able te 
bring up the bye-laws in that form. He thought he might say, on behalf 


of the Council, that the meeting might take it that in July the 
vacancies would be arranged in accordance with the amendment. He 


could say that, because the Council had already lost four members by 
death, and he knew that one very valued member of the Council 
was insisting upon retiring, so that the five vacancies would be assured 
without the bye-law being actually in force. The bye-laws had been 
framed by a committee of the Council, and he should very much like to 
have a little time to consider them before they were actually determined. 
The suggestion was that the meeting should pass the bye-law as it 
required 


s might be 






amendment they could bring it up again and amend it ¢ 
considered necessary. 

The meeting assented unanimously to this suggestion. 

Mr. ARKLE said it would be remembered that the number of members 
of the Council had been fixed at forty, to be made up of eleven country 


members and twenty-nine London members, and it was also resolved 
that, for the purpose of selecting the country members, the existing 
scheme of selection of the country law societies should be adopted. 
These resolutions were sent back to a committee, who _— i report 
which was adopted by the Council in December, 1907, and they said 
that, with regard to the proportion of London and country members, 
they thought that ought to be left to the honourable understanding 
which had existed between London and the country for many years. 
The subject had been discussed at the meeting of the associated pro 
vincial law societies that morning, and they were unanimously in favow 
of leaving it to that honourable understanding. But when they came 
to the question of the mode of selection of the members in the place 
of country members who might retire, their attention was drawa ‘to the 


fact that, if of the ten members retiring at each annual meeting there 
happened to be three country members of the Council, and the «juestion 
as to who should be ineligible came before the Council, they might say 
they would have three metropolitan members in their plac They 
could not do that so long as the honourable understanding was observed, 
but there was this great difficulty that in the country it was next to 
impossible to lay one’s hand immediately upon a man who would unde 
take to attend the meetings of the Council with that regularity which 
was essential to the proper performance of the duties of the office. 
What he ptoposed was that of the members of the Council becoming 
ineligible at each annual meeting only one country member each yea 
should be ineligible, and he proposed to add after the words “in 
default of agreement be selected by the Council ’’ the following words : 
‘but so that the Council shall not in any year select more than one 
member holding a certificate entitling him to practise as a solicitor in 
the country only as ineligible for re-election.’”’ He thought the sug 
gestion was very reasonable, and he was supported by all tl 
| law societies in moving it as an amendment. 

Mr. Burcuer seconded. 

Mr. J. S. Beate (London member of the Council) said he did not 
object to the substance of the amendment, but to its form. So far as 
he knew there was no distinction in any of the bye-laws between town 
and country members of the Council. There was a distinction between 
elected members and extraordinary members, but the relative numbers 
of town and country members was a matter of Council regulati 

Mr. Crook asked if it could not be left to the Council to put it in 
form. 

Mr. RvuBINSTEIN suggested that it should be treated as was the last 
amendment. If the Council felt that they could adopt it, well and good 
if not, let them agree with the spirit of it. 

The PReEsIDENT said there was that distinction now in the amend 
ment of the charter. It would be seen in the next motion on the pape 
of business with regard to the office of president and vice-president 
not being held in the same year by country solicitors, so that ther 








was the reverse principle there, but he could not say whether it would 
be convenient. 
The motion was then adopted, with the amendments which had been 


moved by Mr. Arkle. 
PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


The Prestmpent moved: “ That bye-law 54 of the existing bye-law> 
of the society be repealed, and that the following bye-law be made 1 
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substitution for bye-law 54 and inserted and numbered accordingly. 
‘The president and vice-president shall be elected at the annual general 
meeting in each year, and shall continue in office till the close of the 
next annual general meeting; or if from any cause their successors 
shall not be elected at such meeting then till the election of their 
successors. The following persons are eligible for the offices of pre- 
sident or vice-president—that is to say, (a) ordinary members of the 
Council, and (6) extraordinary members of the Council who have served 
on the Council for not less than four years. Provided that the offices 
of president amd vice-president shall not both be filled in the same 
year by members (whether ordinary or extraordinary) of the Council 
holding certificates entitling them to practise as solicitors in the country 
only.’’’ He said that the object of the bye-law was that extraordinary 
members of the Council who had been on the Council for not less than 
four years should be eligible for the office of president or vice-president, 
with the proviso that the two offices should not be filled in the same 
year by country members. It was agreed on all hands that the offices 
should not both be held by country practitioners, as that would lead 
to great inconvenience. 
The motion was agreed to. 


JupicraL Trustees Act. 


Mr. R. S. Fraser (London) moved, in accordance with notice : ‘‘ That 
the Council be invited to consider whether any and what steps should 
be taken to direct attention to the advantages which would accrue to 
the members from a more general adoption of the Judicial Trustees 
Act as affording adequate provision for the auditing of trust accounts 
and for the administration of trust estates free from the officialism 
prescribed by the Public Trustee Act.’’ He said the motion dealt with 
a subject which was, he was afraid, receiving but belated attention on 
the part of the profession. When one considered that the system of 
the judicial trustee had obtained in Scotland for 180 years, and that 
it had proved itself efficient and sufficient to give security to clients 
and to safeguard the interests of the profession, it did seem to him 
that the subject was one eminently deserving of attention at the 
hands of the profession as a whole and the Council in particular. It 
had been his privilege for some years to serve in the capacity of a 
judicial trustee under the Act of 1896, which extended the Scottish 
system by a permissive Act to England. Being a mere permissive Act, 
everyone was apparently so much engaged in his own occupation that 
he felt disinclined to enter upon a simple subject of comparative 
legislation which, had he considered it at all, he would most certainly 
have utilized. In acting as a judicial trustee he had received every 
courtesy and every assistance from the Masters of the Chancery Division. 
On any point of difficulty he had only to write to the Master, and from 
him, almost by return of post, he would receive the opinion of one 
of the High Court judges. When they reflected that the passing of 
one’s accounts periodically removed, once and for all, all possibilities 
as to the irregularity of accounts, one would come to the conclusion 
that that was a point gained which was very much indeed to the 
advantage of the solicitor. The solicitor kept the business in his own 
office, whereas under the rival system that business might, and probably 
would, pass from him. He moved the resolution in the hope that it 
would receive the attention of the Council, and that they might see 
their way to make certain communications to the profession calling 
attention to the value of the general adoption of the Act. 

Mr. RuBInsTEIN seconded the motion. 

Mr. Epwarp A. Bett (London) wished to move an amendment. 
He said his objection was to the last clause of the motion, 
“free from the officialism prescribed by the Public Trustee Act.” 
He had the greatest respect for the mover of the resolution, and for 
the reasons put forward in support of his motion by him, but in matters 
like this the less animadversion on any public department there was 
the better. He had been rather sorry to see the somewhat undignified 
position the society had been led to assume over the Land Transfer 
Act and a public office established by the Government, and he believed 
some of the members of the society agreed with him, and he felt con- 
fident that in their hearts some of the members of the Council were 
against the extremely active methods of opposition which had 
been adopted in parading the troubles of the profession before 
the public, and saying that the Land Transfer Act was not to 
the benefit of the solicitors as a body. If the people of the country 
were satisfied with the Land Transfer Act, or satisfied with the Public 
Trustee, he ventured to think it was undesirable that the society should 
object to them because their establishment was against the interest 
of solicitors. 

Mr. Fraser said he would withdraw that part of the motion. 

Mr. Crook hoped the meeting would have nothing to do with the 
resolution. There were times when it might have been useful to bring 
forward matters of this kind, but the present was a most inopportune 
moment to go back and bring before the notice, even of the Council, 
matters of this sort, which did not touch the profession, who did not 
begrudge that portion of work which was lost to them owing to the 
very small percentage of people who wrongly chose their own solicitor. 
There had been discussions about the keeping of solicitors’ accounts 
ad nauseam in that hall, and here was a resolution to throw the matter 
into the consideration of the Council, with, of course, the corollary 
of report, and the whole agitation would be renewed over again. He 
could not understand how anybody could ever have come to entertain 
the notion that solicitors, of all people in the world, were not capable 


of keeping their accounts. He thought it a most shameful thing that | 


solicitors should be found capable of discussing as a general proposition 


any such suggestion. Let them drop the subject, whether they were not 
going to be so tender as not to upset the official mind or not. He 
should be extremely pleased if anyone should take the trouble to go 
into his office and have a look at the accounts. It might do him good. 
But the kind of person who suggested anything o1 that sort must 
be obviously a person who wanted instruction in keeping accounts. 
There were matters of far more importance to be considered than the 
inability of solicitors to keep their accounts—for instance, Mr. Rubin- 
stein’s motion about land transfer. 

The Presipent said that this was an Act in which he had always 
taken very great interest, and, as a matter af fact, he was more of a 
judicial trustee than anyone in the meeting. But he was bound to say 
that to suggest that the attention of the Council should be called to 
it, and that they should, if they thought fit, call the attention of solicitors 
to it, was most harmless. The Act had nothing to do with keeping 
accounts. Under the Act a trustee could be paid, he could give security, 
he could have his accounts passed every year, and he could go in a 
very inexpensive way if he wanted to—not otherwise—to a Master, and 
get the protection of the court, and so protect himself. He felt that 
the Council would be willing to send it to a committee. Without saying 
a word against the Public Trustee, he was bound to say that he 
thought that if this Act were properly worked the Public Trustee would 
have less to do. He was not saying that he was not a very useful 
person, but he would have less to do if the Act was made use of as 
it had been for so many years in Scotland. The Act had been extended 
to England, but it had not been taken advantage of. He could not 
say what the result of any inquiry might be, but the Council were 
most ready to accept the resolution, and would do their best with 
regard to it. 

‘The motion, as amended, was carried. 

INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


Mr. C. W. Hotmes (London) had given notice to move: ‘‘ (1) That 
the names of those candidates who succeed in obtaining a first class 
at the society’s Intermediate Examination should be placed in order 
of merit, and that the full Christian names, and not merely the initials, 
of successful candidates should be published. (2) That a prize, or 
one of the society’s scholarships, should be awarded to the best Inter- 
mediate candidate of the year. (3) That three papers should be 
set at each Intermediate Examination upon Stephen’s Commentaries, 
each containing fifteen questions, and that three hours should be allowed 
for each paper. (4) ‘That a higher standard of attainment should 
be required from a candidate to qualify him for a pass certificate.”’ 

The PreEsIDENT said that before Mr. Holmes moved the resolution he 
should like to call attention to the fact that he was under some little 
misapprehension. The Council published the full Christian names of 
the candidates, but when the newspapers reprinted the lists, he supposed 
for the sake of saving printer’s ink, they did not always give them, but 
merely the initials. The Council, of course, had no means of com- 
pelling them to print them in full. 

Mr. Hotmes moved the resolution. He gave particulars of the 
examinations of some other bodies, and argued that there was nothing 
to keep an articled clerk up to the scratch. Something should be done 
to fire his ambition. The intermediate examination was far too easy 
as compared with the final. 

Mr. RuBINSTEIN, on a point of order, asked if there was not an 
Education Committee, and could not these remarks be sent to them. 

The Presipent said that something would be said on the subject. 
Mr. Holmes might be allowed to express his views. 

Mr. Hotmgs contrasted the examination with that of other societies 
who examined students of about the same social grade, and urged that 
the examination should be brought more into line with those of other 
societies. He did not propose to move the four resolutions which stood 
in his name, but would substitute one for them, as follows : ‘‘ That the 
members of the society approve in substarice the suggestions contained 
in the foregoing resolutions for the improvement of the Intermediate 
Examination, and the same are hereby referred to the Examination 
Committee for immediate consideration and report.” 

Mr. Lams seconded the motion. 

Mr. Beate, as chairman of the Examination Committee, said the 
Examination Committee was appointed by Act of Parliament. It was 
not one of the Council’s committees, which they could appoint at will. 
It was appointed annually, and consisted of twelve selected members of 
the Council, and he could assure the meeting that they devoted a very 
great deal of time and care to carrying out their duties satisfactorily. 
Those duties were not easy. But of one thing he thought the society 
could be perfectly certain, and that was that they could not settle the 
details of the examinations in general meeting, either preliminary, 
intermediate, or final. And they had not had suggested to them by the 
mover or seconder of the resolution some pressing considerations, which 
must be very carefully considered before they could pass a formal 
opinion as to the desirability of the change which was proposed. Let 
them take, for example, the number of the candidates. Was the number 
increasing or decreasing? The percentage of failures under present 
regulations was also a very close and accurate test of the examinations 
as to whether the Council had done fairly by their students or not. 
There was room, of course, for differences of opinion as to whether the 
best test was a few questions or a larger selection of questions. Matters 
of that kind would always leave room for differences of opinion. All 
he could say was that, with the consent of his colleagues on the com- 
mittee, he should be very pleased to be educated if those gentlemen 





; who thought the committee were all wrong would come and help to put 
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them right at a meeting of the committee. The fact was that for some 
time past the percentage of failures under this intermediate examination 
had been greater than the percentage of failures at the final examination. 
On the question as to whether the names in the first class should be put 
alphabetically or in order of merit, those who did best at the examina- 
tion, he had no doubt, would consider that the order of merit principle 
was right. Whether those at the bottom of the list would be of the 
same opinion he could not say—that was a matter of detail. With 
reference to the scholarships, they were not awarded to the candidates 
for examination, but to the students under the society’s educational 
system, a totally different thing, and they must necessarily be kept 
quite separate. It would, of course, be quite possible to give a prize to 
the best intermediate candidate for the year, but it must be remembered 
that there were four examinations every year, and with the very best 
care, who could say that the four examinations were of exactly the 
same difficulty? Some of the prizes were awarded to the best final 
candidate of the year, and there was very great difficulty in ascertaining 
who the candidate was, and he hoped that system was not likely to be 
extended. This year the Council were trying the experiment of giving 
some scholarships to the candidates who did best at the preliminary 
examinations—that was to say, that those who did best at the society's 
preliminary examinations were the only people qualified to enter for 
the competition examination for these scholarships. Whether that 
experiment would succeed or not remained to be proved. It was a new 
departure. As regarded a higher standard of attainment, if the 
Council were to require that, they must consider what proportion of men 
were going to get through. The percentage of failures had been larger 
lately than in the final examination. He could not speak in the name 
of the committee without their authority, but he was sure they would 
be very glad if those who could improve the examinations would attend 
the committee and discuss the matter. They were all working with one 
end in view. It was a matter of time to reach the right course. But he 
hoped the meeting would not pass the resolution in a form which would 
be in any way dictatorial. 

The PresIpENT said that he hoped the mover of the resolution would 
be satisfied with the discussion which had taken place, and with the 
fact that the committee would take the matter into full consideration. 
He did not think it would be wise to carry it any further. There were 
a great many differences of opinion with regard to the intermediate 
examination. Some thought it should be a low fence, which could be 
got over as soon as possible, so that it would show that the candidates 
were working, but would not interfere with their office work, and that 
the final examination should test their knowledge of law. The 
difficulty of putting the names of candidates in order of merit was 
that that brought about keen competition, and it was a strong tempta- 
tion to a man to give more time to preparing for the examination 
than his work in the office would justify. At any rate, there were two 
sides to the question, and it would have to be very carefully considered. 
He would suggest that Mr. Holmes should withdraw his resolution 
on the assurance that the matter would be very carefully considered 
by the Examination Committee. The chairman of that committee had 
told the meeting that he would be very pleased to confer and talk 
things over. There were no hard and fast rules, there were fresh 
matters which had been started during the present year, and the 
committee were alwavs willing to consider these questions, but they 
could not be discussed at a general meeting. 

A Member said that a most important part. of the resolution, namely, 
the question of the preliminary examination, had scarcely been dealt 
with at all. 

The PresiventT said there was nothing in the motion whatever about 
the preliminary examination, and if there had been he should have 
answered that it was no use for the society to make the fence higher 
when there were so many gaps by which people could get through. 

Mr. Homes said he hardly liked to be asked to leave the matter in 
this unsatisfactory way. For nine years practically nothing had been 
done with the intermediate examination, and he thought the time 
had come when there should be an alteration. His suggestion was 
that it should be referred to a committee for consideration and report. 

The Prestpent: To report to a general meeting or to the Council? 

Mr. Hotes said he should like it to be referred to the Examination 
Committee. 

Mr. Beate said that one could hardly accept the resolution when 
almost all of these suggestions had been considered and decided 
against. 

Mr. Hotes said that was judgment before the prisoner had been 
tried. 

Mr. RvusBINsTeINn suggested that it should be referred to the Council. 
Would not that be sufficient ? 

The Prestpent: Of course, we can accept that, and it should be 
considered. 

Mr. Crook thought it should be referred to the Council to consider 
whether any action should be taken. 

The motion was carried. 


Ktinae’s Bencn Jupaes. 

The following motion stood in the name of Mr. Ford, but he had 
left the meeting before it was reached. It was therefore not proceeded 
with :—‘‘ That this meeting views with satisfaction the action of the 
Government in taking steps to secure the immediate appointment of 
two additional King’s Bench judges on the lines of the unanimous 
report of the Joint Committee of both Houses of Parliament.’’ 





LanpD: TRANSFER ACT. 

Mr. Rusinstein asked. as follows :—‘‘ Can any-explanation be given 
why the Scotch Royal Commission on Registration of Title appointed 
so far back as May, 1906, has not yet presented its Report? ”’ 

The Presipent said he had caused a communication to be made 
to the secretary of the Commission, and he had very recently, within 
the last week, in fact, received the reply that the report of the 
Commission was in draft and had been considered by them, but 
that another ‘meeting would be necessary before it could be completed, 
which meeting would probably not be held for some weeks. The 
letter said, however, that the report would be completed without 
undue delay, and expressed a hope that it would be issued this 
summer. 

Mr. RusrnsteIn also asked as follows :—‘‘ In view of the fact that 
the English Royal Commission on Land Transfer published in 
February, 1909, the evidence given in favour of the land registry, 
can anything be done-to secure the immediate publication of the 
evidence in reply completed some months back, so that the public 
may have at once the opportunity of forming a judgment on the 
merits of the controversy.” 

The PresipEnt said that Mr. Hills, a member of the Council, had 
in the House of Commons on the 13th inst. asked the Attorney- 
General whether, seeing that the Royal Commission on Land Transfei 
last published evidence in February, 1909, since when a large body 
of evidence had been taken, he could say when the further publication 
of evidence might be expected? Sir William Robson replied that it 
was not the intention of the Commissioners to publish any further 
evidence pending the issue of their report. The Council would, of 
course, get the same answer that was given in Parliament if they 
wrote. He thought they would have to accept that as an answer. 
He thought they all knew that the Commission were considering thei: 
report. How soon it would come out the Council could not, of course, 
say. 

Mr. RusinstEIN moved the following resolution, of which he had 
given notice :—‘‘ That the trial of the system of compulsory registra 
tion of title as an experiment in the county of London for the last 
eleven years, at an annual cost of about £50,000, has proved the 
system to be insecure, complicated, and expensive, and this meeting 
recommends the Council to take into serious consideration whether the 
time has not arrived for. petitioning the Privy Council to exercise forth 
with its power to rescind the Order, dated 20th October, 1898, applying 
compulsion to the county of London.’’ He said that many years 
back he had moved in general meeting in that hall that the members 
of the society should meet in the evening and that the meetings should 
not be confined to a short period in the busy day, and that they should 
have opportunities given to them to debate matters of interest to 
the members of the profession. Unfortunately, his resolution had not 
been approved of by the Council, and there to-day, years afterwards, 
they had a striking instance of the unfortunate methods of the 
Council in keeping in touch with the whole of the members of the 
profession. The members had no opportunity given to them when 
they could discuss subjects of vital importance to them. They came 
together and the time was taken up with discussing various matters, 
no doubt of importance, but which did not vitally affect the profession 
nor cover the everyday work of the profession; and he thought it 
most unfortunate indeed that the Council did not attempt to give the 
members those opportunities for which he had asked to enable them 
to consider matters of vital importance to them. He made these 
preliminary observations because he had been waiting there since 
2 o’clock to bring on his motion, which, in the wisdom of the Council, 
they had thought fit to place at the end of the business paper, with 
the result that there were few members present by the time that it was 
reached, though he knew as a fact that a very large number of those 
who had attended came with the intention of hearing the discussion 
upon the resolution. Although the hour was late, and although the 
subject had been treated as it had been, he asked the meeting to listen 
to him for a few minutes whilst he called attention to it, because 
these meetings afforded the only opportunity of bringing to the notice 
of the public a matter which concerned them far more than it did the 
profession. The first thing of which he would remind the meeting 
was that the Act of 1897 was introduced and brought into operation 
as an experiment. It was so stated in the House repeatedly, and more 
than one provision was inserted in the Act which was intended to bring 
out the fact that it was an experiment. It was only to be tried in the 
main county for three years, and the consent of the county council had 
to be obtained before it was extended. And, more important than 
all, there was a provision in the Act which gave the Privy Council 
the right to rescind any order for compulsion at any time they thought 
fit. He mentioned these points in particular because the authorities 
had asserted ever since they got the Act through that it was not an 
experiment, that the Act was intended to apply for all time, and that 
the principle had been discussed in Parliament and accepted. He said 
in his motion that the system of compulsory registration of title was 
insecure, complicated, and expensive, and that, he submitted, was 
known to everybody. He could only refer to the decisions in the 
courts which had been given by judges sitting judicially on the subject. 
He was referring to the cases of the Capital and Counties Bank v. 
Rhodes (Appeal 1903, 1 Ch. 631), Attorney-General v. Odell (1905-6, 
2 Ch. 47), Marshall v. Roberts (1905, 50 Soricrrors’ Journat, 75), and 
Weymouth v. Davis (1908, 2 Ch. 169), to prove that the system was 
insecure and complicated. Even the committee which was appointed 
for another purpose, but_which had gone out of its way to take the 
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evidence of Mr. Brickdale, the registrar, because it favoured the 
system of registration of title, found it necessary when they came to 
consider the‘subject to speak in this way of the result of the system, as 
of no apparent advantage with the present means. The report of the 
Select Committee on the. Housing of the Working Classes of 
1907 said “that the:.present means of obtaining indefeasible 
title is altogether too costly in the operation of getting the same on 
the register, whilst the mere possessory title now given by the registry 
is a useless additional expense to the ordinary conveyance, bringing 
with it no real security of title.’” That was the report of a commission 
in favour of registration of title, and it condemned the existing 
system. This Act, which had been so condemned on all sides, had now 
been over eleven years in operation in the County of London. It was 
to have been limited to three years. They knew that the authorities 
would not listen to anything calculated to bring it to an end, and he 
would call attention to the fact that this miserable, wretched experi- 
ment had been costing £50,000 a year, which was practically so much 
money taken out of the pockets of the public under false pretences. One 
could not help speaking warmly on this subject, because the inertia 
on the part of the Council was astounding. For eleven years this 
system had been in operation, and the very means ard methods intended 
by Parliament to bring it to an end—that was to say, by appealing 
to the Privy Council—had not yet been put into operation. He had 
been told, and no doubt should be told again, that nothing could be 
done at present because there was a Royal Commission sitting. He 
would like to call attention to the unanimous resolution that was passed 
by the society at the provincial meeting at Birmingham in 1908, as 
follows : ‘‘ That, with regard to the Royal Commission appointed to con- 
sider the working of the Land Transfer Acts, this meeting desires to 
place the following views on record—(a) that, having regard to the fact 
that the work of conveyancing in this country is practically carried out by 
solicitors, the inadequate representation of solicitors on the commission is 
much to be deplored ; (6) that the precedent established on the appoint- 
ment of the Royal Commission in 1868 of issuing a second warrant to 
increase the number of commissioners should be followed, and that a 
sufficient number of solicitors possessing the necessary knowledge, 
representing the provincial law societies as well as London, should be 
added to the commission; (c) that as doubts exist whether the present 
terms of reference are sufficiently wide, it is desirable that they should 
be so enlarged as to enable the commissioners to consider whether or 
not the experifment of compulsory registration of title in London should 
be continued, and whether any alternative conveyancing system is 
preferable ; (d) that, in the interest of the public, it is highly expedient 
that the evidence on the pending inquiry should be taken in public. 
2. That this meeting recommends the Council to send copies of the fore- 
going resolution to the Lord Chancellor and to the chairman of the 
Royal Commission, and to take such other steps as the Council may 
consider expedient in order that effect may be given thereto.’’ That 
was a deliberate resolution which was passed and recorded by the 
society in 1908, when the commission was appointed, and they knew 
that the Council did take some steps with a view to getting that 
Royal Commission altered, but they were not listened to. The repre- 
sentations of the society were treated with scorn. The fact was that 
the Council had not an atom of influence with the authorities, and 
they did not listen to them. They did nothing simply because they 
found the Council were willing to submit to any condition the 
authorities liked to impose. When one realised how many representa- 
tions the Council had made to the authorities, and how little they had 
been listened to, it was scandalous to think what little influence they 
had. And, of course, the worst feature was that the public imagined 
that they were responsible for all the defects and faults of the system, 
whilst the members knew they had not an atom of power or authority. 
He asserted that it was no use waiting for Royal Commissions. One 
had been appointed, as they knew, to consider this very subject, four 
years ago—the Scotch Royal Commission. They were to report on the 
expediency of extending the system to Scotland. The members knew, 
as a fact, that six out of the seven members of the commission had 
made up their minds that the system would not work in Scotland, but 
the seventh, Mr. Brickdale, the registrar, was put on the commission, 
and he, of course, did not think so, and, out of deference to Mr. 
srickdale, who ought never to have been appointed, they did not 
publish the report of a commission which was appointed at considerable 
expense to the public. It was appointed with Lord Dunedin, a very 
famous judge, as a member, and he had given up his time to it, and yet 
the public got no result. It was a perfect scandal that when they came to 
examine the official registrar, they did not examine him upon the practice 
existing at the time, ‘but upon what the practice would be under the 
new rules which were to come into operation on the 1st of Januarv 
last, or the practice which had to be established. And yet the meeting 
were told that they must wait until this Royal Commission reported. 
It was the duty of the Council to take a stronger attitude than they 
had done hitherto, and they ought to go to the Privy Council. Fe 
admitted that the Privy Council, following the method adopted hitherto 
in the treatment of the society, were not likely to pay much attention, 
but at all events the Council would relieve themselves of responsibility. 
It ought not to be said that the society had not adopted the very remedy 
which had been furnished by Parliament. i 


Mr. R. S. Trepcotp (London) seconded the motion. He wished it 
to be clearly understood that he did not find fault with the officials 
of the Land Registry. They were in every respect excellent, and, 
considering the difficulties they had to contend with, their work was 
done well and promptly. He found fault with the system they had 








to carry out. What did the registry do? They left their title at the 
registry, and if the title was good they received a certificate which 
did not convey or assign the property, but simply transferred to the 
transferee whatever was conveyed or assigned in the previous deed. 
What was the use of that? Could not the same thing be effectea —by 
an improvement, perhaps, of the Middlesex Land Registry—by simply 
endorsing on the deed the fact that the title was registered, and that 
endorsement would have the same effect as the certificate given at the 
Land Registry 

Mr. Crook supported the motion. There could be no harm in 
asking the Council to approach the Privy Council. 

The Presitpent said he really thought he ought, on behalf of the 
Council, whatever might be their view of the merits of the question, 
to call the attention of the meeting to the fact that they had for some 
years pressed the authorities to appoint a Royal Commission to enquire 
into the working of the Act. That Royal Commission was appointed, 
evidence had been taken, and evidence had been given by the society 
and ‘by the country law societies with regard to the working of the 
Act. That having been done, the commission were considering their 
report. He forgot when they ceased to take evidence—not more than 
a few months since, and, as far as he knew, there had been no undue 
delay in the consideration of their report. If the Council were now, 
as they were asked, to petition the Privy Council to rescind the order 
from this moment, it seemed to him that they would be playing into 
the hands of those who took the other view. How could the com- 
mission give any other answer than that they were considering the 
matter, and would make their report when they had done so? When 
that report was received it would be time to act. It did seem to him 
fatal to attempt: to approach the Privy Council at the present time, 
when, as he had said, they had given their evidence and were waiting 
for the report. They could not dictate when the commission should 
issue their report. It seemed to him that there was considerable delay 
in issuing the report of the Scotch Commission, but he did not thin 
there would be the same delay with regard to the English Commission. 
It seemed to him just the time when the society should not express 
their opinion, quite apart from the merits of the question, which he 
did not wish to go into at all. 

Mr. BEALE me with regard to the first part of the resolution, that 
it expressed an opinion, which they all felt, that the system of com- 
pulsory registration of title had proved to be ‘‘ insecure, complicated 
and expensive.’’ So far as that went he thought they all agreed with 
it. It was only when they came to the second part, as to what the 
particular remedy should be at a particular time, that it was very 
difficult to accept the proposition on the part of the Council. It 
required the Council to consider a matter when the result of their 
consideration was a foregone conclusion. He suggested that the reso- 
lution should read: ‘‘ That this meeting records its opinion that the 
trial of the system of compulsory registration of title as an experiment 
in the County of London has proved the system to be insecure, com- 
plicated and expensive, and that it is injurious to the interests of 
London.”’ 

Mr. RustnstTEIN said he did not wish to take a vote in a small meet- 
ing such as the present. It would be worthless as an expression of 
opinion of the members of the society, or he should have been inclined 
to say that he would take what he could get. He did not want to 
question the propriety of what the president had said, but when he 
said that this was a Royal Commission which had been asked for by 
the society he objected wo that. The society had asked for an impartial 
commission, on which solicitors could be properly represented as being 
the only parties who undergtood the subject. 

The Presipent said that Mr. Rubinstein’s motion was only placed 
where it was on the agenda because it was the last to come in in point 
of date. 

Mr. Rusinstetn : Might I ask that in future the Council should use 
some discretion as to the importance of the motions in placing them 
upon the agenda? ° 

Mr. H. J. Jounson (vice-president) asked whether it was wise to 
mention £50,000 in the motion as the annual cost of the registry. 
Would it not be better that the statement should be more general? 
There was no evidence that it had cost that large sum of money. 

Mr. RvstinsTEIN said he was going on the commission’s own figures, 
and unless figures were mentioned one did not reach the public mind. 
He would not, for the reason he had stated, press the motion to a vote, 
but would accept the motion as suggested ‘by Mr. Beale as follows :— 
“That this meeting records its opinion that the trial of the system of 
compulsory registration of title as an experiment in the County of London 
has proved the system to be insecure, complicated, and expensive, and 
that it is injurious to the interests of London.” 

In this form the motion was adopted. 

A vote of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. RusrnsTern, 
terminated the proceedings. 








An ex-Lord Justice of Appeal, Sir James Stirling, celebrated, says 
the Evenng Standard, his seventy-fourth birthday on the 3rd inst. It 
is nearly fifty years since he was called to the Bar. He was a student 
at the University of Aberdeen, the city of his birth, afterwards coming 
to Trinity College, Cambridge, where he did brilliantly in mathematics, 
and was Senior Wrangler. In 1886 he was appointed a judge of the 
Chancery Division, rose to the Appeal Court in 1900, and retired 
six years later. He is a Fellow of the Royal Society, and a familiar 
figure at scientific gatherings. 
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Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Stupents’ Desatina Sociery.—May 3.—Chairman, Mr. R. W. 
Handley.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That legislative measures 
be introduced into Parliament to enable the executive to effectively 
prevent habitual criminals, habitual drunkards, and unemployable 
persons becoming parents.’’ Mr. H. W. Dollar opened in the affirma- 
tive; Mr. F. Burgis opened in the negative. The following members 
continued the debate : Messrs. Pleadwell, Bass, Schirmeister, Marshal, 
Meyer, Samuel, Batley, Hacking, Lewis, Kafka, Wates, Shearn, Parry, 
Shrimpton, W. S. Jones, and Longbourne. The motion was lost by 
three votes. . 





Companies. 


Atlas Assurance Co. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 


The annual general court of proprietors of the Atlas Assurance 
Co. was held at the Cannon-street Hotel, on Friday, the 29th ult., 
Mr. Hersert Brooks, the chairman, presiding. 

Mr. S. J. Pipkin (general manager and secretary) having read the 
advertisement convening the meeting, 

The CHAIRMAN, in moving the adoption of the report, said he was 
pleased to put before the meeting accounts which the board hoped 
they would think satisfactory. There was progress in every depart- 
ment. There was a larger income, larger funds than at any previous 
period of the company’s business. Before going into the year’s 
accounts he should like to refer to the fact that this was the end of 
the quinquennium, and perhaps, as the result had already been 
announced to the policy-holders, he might refer briefly to the valuation 
of the life department. It had been made on the same strict method as 
the last. Assuming a rate of interest of 2} per cent. only, the profit 
of the quinquennium was £186,800, to which must be added £25,100 
paid to the proprietors, giving the total profit at practically £212,000, 
as compared with £206,000 in the previous quinquennium. Of that 
amount of profit £40,000 had been paid as bonuses during the quin- 
quennium, leaving £147,000, as against £135,000 five years ago; and, 
although there were 800 more policies to share, the old figure of 28s. 
per cent. per annum had been maintained as a reversionary bonus 
payable when the policies matured. The board thought that that was 
not unsatisfactory, considering that they had had to write off £86,300 
from the life investments. This depreciation was the result of some 
years, one half of it having accrued within the last five years. He 
might say that the income of the five years shewed an increase of 
£143,000 and at the same time the life fund shewed an increase of 
£316,000. Dealing with the accounts of the past year in the life depart- 
ment, there was a large increase, the new business transacted being nearly 
£80,000 new sums assured more than in 1908, and reaching a total of 
£497,200. After allowing for re-assurances, the net new sums assured 
were £478,800, or £70,000 more than in the previous year—one of 
the largest amounts of net new business transacted by the company 
in any one year. The premium income was £184,500, and the interest 
£74,628, altogether shewing an increase of £10,000. The claims by 
death amounted to £117,600, or about £16,000 less than in 1908, and 
£30,000 less than might have been expected, according to the tables 
of mortality. Carefully selected lives, of course, pay the company best, 
especially when, as in our experience, they live to a good old age. Out 
of the 162 claims during the year, it will interest the shareholders to 
know that nearly one-half of the assured were over seventy at the 
time of their death, and, of those, thirty-one were over eighty years 
of age. The average age of all the claims, young and old, was sixty- 
six, and the average duration of the policies thirty-one years. This 
result was, he thought, a tribute to the care exercised in the past in 
the selection of lives, and the inference may also be drawn that it 
would be a good thing for those who wish to prolong their lives to 
assure in the Atlas. (Hear, hear, and laughter.) He thought the 
shareholders would do well to do that and to get all their friends 
to do so too. He might say that there was only a_ small 
increase of expense, and £10,000 more income. The working of 
the year had resulted in an increase in the life fund of £98.200. The 
next account was the fixed term account, which, as he explained last 
year, was simply a deposit banking account. The company received 
deposits of annual premiums for a fixed term of years, engaging to pay an 
agreed sum at the end, which, after allowing for interest earned, brought 
a small profit. There was no life risk in the transaction. The premiums 
received on that account were £8,800. The fund at credit of this account 
was now £66,000, £8,000 increase in the year. This was more than suffi- 
cient for the liabilities of the contracts by about £2,000. That amount, 
in fact, was the profit up to date, but for the present the company had 
that in the fund. Then there was the accident branch, including 
employers’ liability. Excepting a small amount, the fidelity guarantee 
and burglary assurance, the whole amount was in accident assurance. 
The premiums had reached altogether £22,400, an increase of nearly 
£2,800, and the claims and expenses amounted to £17,800, an 





increase of £3,200. The profit of the year amounted to £3,100. 
As these were new accounts, the board had left the profit in them so 
as to endeavour to build up the funds, which now stood at £20,000, 
as against £14,300 a year ago. This business was an expensive one; 
it was troublesome and rather uncertain in its results. He might say 
that the rates for employers’ liability were, in his opinion, quite 
inadequate, and few, if any, of the companies doing a large business 
in that way were making substantial profits. It was, however, to the 
company’s advantage, the board thought, to continue it for the con 
venience of their many clients, and it helped to preserve the connection 
with the fire and other business. Coming to the fire account, which was 
the most important branch of the company’s business, that shewed a 
premium income of £1,045,000, or £22,000 in excess of last year. The 
losses were nearly £518,000, or 494 per cent., being £62,000 less than 
in 1908, while the expenses were practically the same. The result was 
a surplus on the fire underwriting business of £143,480, the highest 
surplus ever made except in one year. He might mention that the 
expenses of insurance business were the most serious problem the board 
had to deal with. No doubt much of it was connected with the in- 
creased care necessarily involved by the growing variety of business, 
but the bulk of the extra expenditure was entailed by defensive 
operations to resist the encroachments of other companies, who, in 
their zeal for business, are not always over-particular in their methods 
of endeavouring to undermine their neighbours’ business and carry off 
their connection. Some may think that expenses are of no 
consequence so long as there is a satisfactory profit, but this, he 
thought, was not quite a sound view. Anything which unnecessarily 
increases the cost of insurance to the public imposes a tax on thrift; 
and it is a fact that if the present insane competition could be restrained 
within moderate limits—and he would say, honourable limits—the cost 
of insurance could be materially reduced, and the public would reap the 
benefit. The expenses of fire companies were growing each year. 
It was true the cost of insurance was low, but the rates would be further 
reduced except for this growth of expenses. With regard to 
investments, the shareholders would have noticed that the Stock 
Exchange securities were shewn in total below the market value on the 
the 31st. of December last. To do this the board had used the investment 
reserve funds to the extent of £111,400, but these were created for 
the purpose of meeting depreciation, and by so using them they were 
ab leto present a simpler account, which shewed the assets, those of the 
life fund, as well as the proprietors’, each in their tota] well below their 
actual value. The depreciation dealt with was not the occurrence of 
last year, but the result of several years, and he hoped that they would 
not be called upon to make any further provision in the future. It 
was with much satisfaction he was able to announce that the directors 
had declared the usual dividend for the year of 5s. per share free of 
income tax. He had already stated the fire underwriting surplus, 
without interest, was £143,480, to which must be added the interest not 
carried to other accounts—that was, the interest on the shareholders’ 
capital and funds £31,300; commission for the year on the life business 
and transfer fees £5,354, making a total of £180,187. There had been 
added to the fire fund £112,650, to the reserve fund £12,537 (that was 
a small matter, but the reserve fund was useful to the company in any 
emergency which might occur. Of course the real reserve fund was a 
larger amount in the fire fund). There was then left for the dividend 
£55,000. This treatment of the amount brought the fire fund up to 
£848,600, which, he was happy to say, was higher than it was before the 
San Francisco disaster, shewing that, without reducing the dividend and 
after meeting the fall in Stock Exchange securities, and bringing up 
the reserve fund to £20,000, the company had recovered the position 
it was in before that disaster. The shareholders’ funds were larger 
to-day than they were then. This year had so far gone well, and he 
hoped that there would be a similar good record to report next year. 
He could not leave the subject of the successful profits the company 
had made without referring to the hard work done to earn it. He 
would especially refer to the general manager, the managers, and the 
actuary in London, who had been loyally supported by the whole staff, 
but especially the local directors and the local managers abroad, who 
had exhibited the utmost loyalty to the company throughout, and to 
whose energies and endeavours the company was largely indebted for 
its success. 

Mr. F. A. Jounston (deputy chairman) seconded the motion, and it 
was unanimously adopted. 

On the motion of Mr. JoHNsTON, seconded by Mr. E. F. Noe, the 
retiring directors, Messrs. H. Brooks, F. Greene, Harry Mosenthal, 
and Rhys Williams, were re-elected. 

Mr. G. E. CockRram, in moving the re-election of the auditors, Messrs. 
Price, Waterhouse & Co., said that everybody present must be deeply 
gratified at the progress of the company. There wus progress in every 
department, but at the same time caution was exercised and prudence 
displayed in carrying on the business. It was extremely gratifying to 
hear that the fire fund had increased, and he was hopeful that the 
day would come when they would see it a million of money. 
After the San Francisco fire he had ventured to say that it would 
not be long before the company would be in as good a position as they 
were before that event. He had based his belief on the well-known 
recuperative power of the company, and now the day had arrived. 
They thanked the directors and the officials, because they knew that 
on their shoulders rested the heat and burden of the day. 


Mr. H. E. Cores seconded the motion, which was carried, and the 
proceedings closed with a vote of thanks to the chairman, 
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Obituary. 


Mr. E. J. Harvey. 


Mr. E. J. Harvey, Admiralty Law Agent at Portsmouth, died on 
Sunday, at the age of seventy-seven years. He was educated at the 
Portsea Grammar School, and was admitted in 1855. He was appointed 
Admiralty Law Agent in 1872, and subsequently Agent to the Treasury. 
He was also Coroner for South Hants. 


Mr. A. H. D. Nonweiler. 


The death is announced of Mr. Arthur Henry David Nonweiler, 
solicitor, of Seymour-place, Bryanston-square, at the early age of forty- 
one years. He was admitted in 1895, and obtained a considerable 
criminal law practice. Less than two weeks ago, says the Daily 
Telegraph, he conducted the defence of the two men convicted at the 
Marylebone police-court of stealing jewellery to the value of £1,000 
from the residence of Mr. J. Norton Griffiths, M.P. for Wednesbury, 
but he was unable to attend at the adjourned hearing last week, and 
gradually sank under an attack of pneumonia. He was a borough 
councillor for Marylebone, and the Speaker of the West London 
Parliament. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Norman Cranstoun Macteop, barrister-at-law, of Bombay, has 
been appointed a Puisne Judge of the High Court of Bombay. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Francis Georce Grrmwoop and Frank WHITE, solicitors (Grimwood 
& White), Ilford, and 27, Devonshire-chambers, Bishopsgate-street 
Without, London. April 30. The said Frank White will continue to 
practise at the above addresses. [Gazette, May 3. 





Information Wanted. 


FREDERICK COLLIER.—Will any person having information 
concerning any will which the late Frederick Collier, of 110, Mount 
View-road, Stroud Green, N., who died on the 14th of March, 1910, 
may have executed, kindly communicate with us, the undersigned— 
(Signed) Cartwright & Cunningham, 47, Paternoster-row, London, E.C.., 
solicitors. 


General. 


Mr. T. B. Napier, LL.D., has issued a very useful summary 
(Stevens & Sons) of the new land taxes. The pamphlet is intended as 
the introduction to a book on ‘‘The New Land Taxes and Their 
Practical Application ’’ intended to be published by the author. Con- 
sidering the immediate necessity for a practical acquaintance with the 
land clauses of the Finance Act, it is a happy thought to publish the 
introduction at once. 


The death is announced of his Honour James Johnston Shaw, K.C., 
Recorder of Belfast. Only six months ago Judge Shaw was appointed 
Recorder of Belfast, in succession to the late Mr. Henry FitzGibbon, 
K.C. He acted as chairman of the Viceregal Commission which in- 
vestigated the remarkable and still unexplained disappearance of the 
jewels of the Order of St. Patrick from the office of Ulster King of 
Arms in Dublin Castle. 


The Lord Chancellor’s Bill for the appointment of additional judges 
is, says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, now in stormy water. So 
many amendments have been put down that fears are entertained for 
its safety. A considerable number of legislators appear to be convinced 
that the existing judicial staff could, if it were minded to do so, get 
through all the work that has to be done; and, as this was Lord 
Loreburn’s own view till the other day, they are not greatly to be 
blamed. But, the abandonment of the Bill would be a calamity to the 
profession and the public. 


Lord Halsbury, who was the chief guest at the Authors’ Club dinner 
last week, said, according to the Daily Mail, that he was a little proud 
of his profession when he saw the number of lawyers who were members 
of the Governments of the world. The present Government, even if 
they wanted a soldier, had to go to the law to get him. It was delight- 
ful to him to see so many persons engaged in literature, and he could 
remember, and remember with gratitude, that he owed to his own 
father, who was the editor of the Standard for a number of years, all 
the education that he ever received. Speaking confidentially, he would 
tell his hearers that he was never at school at all. The education he 
received was that from his own father, who was himself, no doubt, a 
very good scholar. 








Judge Bacon is reported to have declared that ‘‘ Workmen’s com- 
pensation is causing a battle of litigation. The Legislature never in- 
tended that this should be the case, and I shall have to make repre- 
sentations to the effect that my ordinary work is so considerable that 
I cannot undertake these cases.” 


In the course of the hearing of an application to the Criminal 
Appeal Court on Tuesday, the Lord Chief Justice, says the Z'imes, 
remarked that the court must lay it down as a rule that prisoners 
indicted as habitual criminals must be tried separately and not jointly, 
for the facts in each case could hardly ever be similar. 


On the 29th ult. the Royal Assent was given to the Finance Act, 
1910, the Army (Annual) Act, Development and Road Improvement 
Funds Act (1909) Amendment, Local Government (Ireland) Provisional 
Orders (No. 1), Local Government (Ireland) Provisional Order (No. 2), 
Wear Navigation and Sunderland Dock, Mersey Railway, Wicklow Gas, 
Bankers’ Guarantee and Trust Fund Incorporation, City of Dublin 
Steam Packet Company, and the Stratford-on-Avon and Midland Junc- 
tion Railway Act. 


The lawyer who goes to this year’s Academy (says a writer in the Globe) 
will find very few pictures to remind him of his calling. An admirable 
portrait of Lord James of Hereford, by Mr. Chavallier Taylor, is in 
Room 4; a less pleasing portrait of Mr. Justice Eve, by Mr. Clegg 
Wilkinson, occupies an elevated place in Room 7; an excellent likeness 
or Sir H. H. Cozens-Hardy, by Mr. Walter Everett, is to be found 
among the miniatures ; the well-shaped head of his Honour Judge Bacon 
adorns a large bronze medal, by Mrs. Harris, in the sculpture room ; 
and here, for this year, the association of Art with Law ends. 


In the course of a speech at the dinner of the Newspaper Society, on 
Wednesday, Lord Mersey said that Mr. Labouchere had often spoken 
to him as to the possibility of putting a check to libel actions which 
were really nothing more than systematized blackmail. He (Lord 
Mersey) added : I know what juries are, and perhaps you do too. They 
are unstable, liable to be talked over by counsel, and they act per- 
versely, and the consequence is that a great deal of injustice is frequently 
done by juries, but never by judges. The impecunious blackmailer, 
the man who has been properly denounced in the press, is a person who 
can afford to take his chance of getting a verdict from such a tribunal. 
He has nothing to lose. Something ought to be done, I think, in such 
a case to prevent the impecunious Sicdinesdier from bringing into court 
as a defendant a newspaper, or the proprietors of a newspaper, who 
have only done their duty in bringing to the notice of the public the 
conduct of the plaintiff. It is very difficult to say what should be 
done. Lawyers and legislators are very loth to put difficulties in the 
way of a poor man who wants to vindicate his rights, and that, of 
course, is a very proper sentiment; but I cannot help thinking that if, 
upon proper material brought to the notice of the judge at the com- 
mencement of an action of the kind I have mentioned, a case can be 
made out for ordering such a plaintiff to find some security for the 
costs of the action he is beginning it would be a very good thing. 


The Local Government Board have, says the 7'imes, issued, for the 
information of the London County Council and the town councils and 
urban and rural district councils throughout the country, regulations 
‘‘ for regulating generally the procedure to be adopted with respect to 
the preparation or adoption of town-planning schemes, and for making 
provision in regard to certain other matters in accordance with sec- 
tion 56 of the Housing, Towp Planning, &c., Act, 1909.’’ In a covering 
letter, dated the 3rd of May, the Secretary to the Local Government 
Board states that the regulations are drawn so as to be of general 
application. It is probable that the circumstances of particular cases 
will be such as to require or justify some relaxation or alteration of 
the regulations in their application to the case, and the board have, 
with a view to meeting any such case, included in article 34 provisions 
which will enable them, subject to the préviso to that article, to dispense 
with or vary any requirement of the regulations where reasonable cause 
is shewn. The board emphasize the importance of securing co-operation 
on the part of the local authority with the owners and other persons 
interested in the land proposed to be included in a town-planning 
scheme. ‘‘ In a case in which the owners of land propose a scheme for 
the adoption of the local authority,’’ the letter proceeds, ‘‘ the board 
consider it very desirable that the local authority should, before apply- 
ing to the board for authority to adopt the scheme, obtain from the 
owners definite information or undertakings on the question of any 
compensation which might become payable in respect of pro- 
perty injuriously affected by the scheme in the event of its 
becoming operative, whether in respect of property of the owners 
proposing the scheme, or of the property of any other person. 
Under section 58 (1) of the Act any compensation payable in accordance 
with the provisions of that section and section 59 would be payable 
by ‘ the responsible authority ’ referred to in section 55 (2)—that is to 
say, the authority who are to be responsible for enforcing the observance 
of the scheme and for the execution of any works which under the 
scheme or Part II. of the Act are to be executed by a local authority. 
In regard also to a echeme proposed to be prepared by a local authority, 
it appears to be a matter of the greatest importance that these provi 
sions as to compensation should be carefully borne in mind from the 
earliest stage of the proceedings, and that, as in the case of the pro- 
posed adoption of a scheme, the local authority should endeavour to 
secure definite agreements with any person who may he affected by 
the proposals.”’ 
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A memorial service for Sir John Hollams was to be held at the 
Temple Church on Friday, at 4.30 p.m., and the funeral was to be at 
Brompton Cemetery on Saturday, the service being held at St. Paul’s, 
Knightsbridge, at noon. 


On Wednesday, in the King’s Bench Division, the Lord Chief 
Justice referred to the death of Sir John Hollams. His lordship said 
he thought it right to say how much they regretted the death of Sir 
John. He had known the deceased gentleman all his life, and during 
that time he had occupied the highest position, and had been looked 


up to by other men in his profession. He had taken no small part 
in promoting and assisting in reforms in legal procedure. It was 
true that he reached the ripe age of eighty-nine years, but his vigour 


was such that they might have hoped that he might have been spared 
to them, with his knoweldge and experience, for some vears longer. 
Sir Edward Carson, in endorsing the words of the Lord Chief Justice, 
described Sir John as a noble example of the best type of solicitor. 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota Or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Hate Emerorxoy Aprpratr Court Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
7 Rota. No. 2. Jovor. Swinrex Eapy 
Monday ...May 9 Mr Leach Mr Farmer Mr Beal Mr Bloxam 
Tuesday . . 10 Borrer Leach Greswell Farmer 
Wednesday «ae Real Borrer Goldschmidt Leach 
Thursday - 12 Greswell Beal Synge Borrer 
VRIGRY cccrcccceres 18 Goldschmidt Greswell Church Beal 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
* Warrinaron. NEVILLE. PARKEB. Evs, 
Monday ...May 9 Mr Synge Mr Borrer Mr Goldschmidt Mr Theed 
Tuesday ......... 10 Church Beal Synge Bloxam 
Wednesday ...... ll Theed Greswell Church Farmer 
Thursday ......... 12 Bloxam Goldschmidt Theed Leach 
| 13 Farmer Synge Bloxam Borrer 


The Whiteun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 14th day of May, 1910, and 
terminate on Tuesday, the 17th day of May, 1910, both days inclusive. 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
SUPPLEMENTARY LIST OF APPEALS FROM ALL DIVISIONS. 
Easter Sittrnas, 1910. 

Set down to April 30th, 1910. 

The Appeals or other business proposed to be taken will, from time 

to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(General List.) 
Dover Id v Nurnberger Celluloid-waren Fabrik Gebruder-Wolff appl 
of dfts from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Jan 25, 1910 
In re Evered dec Molineux v_Evered and _ cross-notice on behalf of 
certain respondents appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Neville, 
dated Nov 8, 1909 
Measures Bros (in liquidation) v H J T Measures 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Jan 28, 1910 
In the Matter of an Application No 311.349 of Leopold Caesella & Co 
Gesellschaft mit} Veschrankter Haftung for the registration of a 
trade mark, and In re The Trade Marks Act 1905 appl of The 


appl of pltff from 





Registrar of Trade Marks from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated | 

March 16, 1910 | 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE | 

AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 

THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. | 
(General List.) 

1909. 

In re George Hodges dec Hodges and ors v Hodges and ors appl 1| 

of deft J A Hodges from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated 1 | 

Oct 16, 1909 Dec 20 | 

1910. | 

| 


In re the Arbitration Act, 1889, and in the Matter of an Arbitration 
between The Lacre Motor Car Co ld and The Albion Motor Car Co | 
appl of The Albion Motor Car Co from order of Mr Justice Parker, | 
dated Feb 14, 1910 March 2 

Bagasse Fibre Co ld v William Hinton & Son appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Dec 3, 1909 March 17 | 

Mainwaring v Clarina appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Neville, 
dated Dec 21, 1909 March 21 | 

In re Edward Pilgrim dec Powell v Windiate 
order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Feb 17, 1910 April 1 

In re The Wier Hospital Charity In re The Mortmain and Charit- 
able Uses Act, 1891 In re The Charitable Trusts Act, 1853 pose 


appl of defts wal 


of The Mayor, &c of Wandsworth from order of Mr Justice Eve, | 
dated March 17, 1910 


April 1 | 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE BONDS 


can be obtained on liberal terms from the 


LAW UNION AND ROCK 
INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED 


126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C,, 


where proposal forms and all information may be obtained. 


The Company’s Bonds are  menente by the High 
Court of Justice, all Government Bepar iments,etc. 


FUNDS IN ALL DEPARTMENTS, ‘£9, 000,000. 
CLaims Parp—ALL DEPARTMENTS, £25,000,000. 





In re P B Osborne dec Whitehead v Hopton appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 10, 1909 April 6 

Eccles Corpn v The South Lancashire Tramways Co appl! of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated Jan 27, 1910 April 9 

Willmott v The London Road Car Co ld appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Neville, dated April 6, 1910 (produce order) April 20 

In re Companies (Consolidation Act), 1908 and In re Columbian Fire 
proofing Co ld appl of J D O’Brien, the Liquidator, from orde: 
of Mr Justice Neville, dated April 12, 1910 April 25 

In re J Russell dec Purkis and anr v Russell and ors appl of pltfis 
from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated Jan 11, 1910 April 25 

In re Ward, Bowie & Co and In re taxn of costs appl of Applicant 
J Goddard from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated April 14, 
1910 April 26 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISION. 


(Interlocutory List.) 


1910. 

McGlade v The Royal London Mutual Insce Soc ld_ appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Eve, dated March 11 1910 (security ordered) 

Tulloch v Clerque appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Eve (set 
down April 5, 1910) part heard 

Divorce Kemp-Welch v Kemp-Welsh appl of respt from order of Mi 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated April 9, 1910 part heard 

The Saccharin Corpn Id and ors v The National Saccharin Co ld_ appl 
of defts from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated April 5, 1910 

In re W B Jessopp, a solr, &c appl of Rev Allen Hay from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 6, 1910 

In re A Ogilvie, dec Ogilvie and anr v Massie and ors appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated April 9, 1910 

In re W Wilde In re one of the solrs (taxn of costs) appl of appli 
cant W Wilde from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated April 
15, 1910 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 


(Final List.) 
1910. 


Howarth v Taylor appl of pltff from order of 


In re J Taylor, dec 
April 14 


Vice-Chancellor, dated Feb 15, 1910 
FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1910. 


In re Huxtable, dec Hayman & Clark v Huxtable 
judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated April 14, 1910 


appl of deft from 
April 23 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 


(Final List.) 

In the Matter of an Arbitration between Levy Bros & Knowles ld & 
Grossman et Cie appl of applicants from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, 
without a jury, Middlesex (c a v March 17) 

Keates, applicant v Lewis Merthyr Consolidated Collieries, respts ap P| 
of applicant from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Ridle 
and Darling, dated Dec 14, 1909 

Frances Bamfield v Goole & Sheffield Transport Co ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, without a jury, Boole, dated 
Dec 14, 1909 
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FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1909. 


The Mayor, &c of Kingston-on-Thames (applicants) v Baverstock and , 


ors (respts appl of applicants from judgt of -The Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Jelf and Sutton, dated June 9, 1909 (s o till May 11) 
July 2 

Jones v Great Central 
on appl from verdict 
Mr Justice Bucknill 
fixed) July 16 

Argentine Tierra Del Fuego Exploration Co ld v The British & 
Argentine Corpn ld appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
without a jury, dated Nov 24, 1909 Dec 

Vasunaras v Ellerman Lines ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 1, 1909, at trial before 
Mr Justice Bray and a special jury, Liverpool, part heard Dec 21 

1910 

Macnaghten v The Proprietors of the Stage appln of pltff for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 26, 1910, at 
trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 1 

Watkinson v Wilson appl of deft from judgt of The Lord Chief 
Justice and Mr Justice Bray, order of Divisional Court, dated Jan 
20,1910 Feb 2 

Collings and ors v Bentley & Sons appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 26, i910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury Feb 7 

In re the Arbitration Act, 1889 Wallis, Son & Wells v Pratt & Haynes 
appl of respt from judgt of Mr Justice Bray on a special case, dated 
Jan 25, 1910 Feb 7 

Burke v Ellison appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 25, 1910, at trial before The Lord 
Chief Justice and a special jury Feb 8 

West Kent Main Sewerage Board v The Assessment Committee of the 
Dartford Union and The Overseers of the Parish of Bexley appl 
of applts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Bucknill 
and Bray, dated Jan 19, 1910 Feb 11 

Same v Same and The Overseers of the Parish of Dartford appl of 
applts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Bucknill 
and Bray, dated Jan 19, 1910 Feb 11 

Same v Same and The Overseers of the Parish of Crayford appl of 
applts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Bucknill 
and Bray, dated Jan 19, 1910 Feb 11 

In re an Arbitration between Walker and The Railway Passengers 
Assce Co appl of Jane Walker from judgt of Mr Justice Bray on 
special case, dated Jan 24, 1910 “Feb 14 

Arbuthnot, Latham & Co v Kidd appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Hamilton without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dee 15, 1909 
Feb 14 

Kirkwood v Wilson & East appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Warrington (sitting as an additional Judge of the K B Div), without 
a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 3, 1910 (to come on after judgt in 
House of Lords) Feb 14 

Anderson v T Tilling ld and anr appln of defts Tilling for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 4, 1910, at 


Ry Co applin of defts for judgt or new trial 
and judgt, dated June 18, 1909, at trial before 
and a special jury, York (s o for day to be 


trial before Mr Justice Channell and a common jury, Middlesex 
Feb 15 Anderson v T Tilling ld appln of deft Jackson from same 
judgt, dated Feb 4, 1910 Feb 16 

Saw v Whitcombe appl of plitff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 


without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 26, 1910 Feb 17 
Edelsten v H B Marinelli ld Appin of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 8, 1910, at trial before 


Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 17 
Gooch v Reading Palace (Theatre) of Varieties ld appln of pltff 


for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 3, 


1910, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, 
Reading Feb 18 
Tracey v A Hill & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 


Channell, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 4, 1910 Feb 18 

Moel Tryvan Ship Co Id v A Weir & Co appl of pltff from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Lancaster, dated Dec 20, 1909 
Feb 18 

Clement Motor Co ld v Wilkinson appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice A T Lawrence, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 10, 1910 
Feb 22 

Shrimpton v Hertfordshire County Council appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on app] from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 12, 1910, at 
trial before Mr Justice Channell and a special jury, Hertford Feb 22 

Evans v Rival Granite Quarry Co ld (North and South Wales Bank 
ld, garnishees—Pitman, clmt) appl of pltff from judgt of Justices 
Phillimore and Bucknill, dated Feb 9, 1910 Feb 23 

Consolidated Nickel, Tin & Copper Co Id v Crompton and Co ld 
appl of pltffs from judgt of Justices Phillimore and Bucknill, dated 
Feb 18, 1910, and cross-notice by defts, dated March 18, 1910 Feb 23 

Board of Trade’ (respts) v The Employers’ Liability Assce Corpn Id 


(applts) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore on 
special case, dated Dec 13, 1909 Feb 23 
Gordon v Chief Commr of the Metropolitan Police appl of pltff 


from judgt of Mr Justice Warrington (sitting as an additional Judge 
of the K B Div), dated Feb 8, 1910 Feb 23 





In the Matter of R W Stead, a solr, &c, and In the Matter of the 

| taxn of costs appl of Stead and anr from judgt of Mr Justice 
Walton, dated Feb 16, 1910 Feb 24 In re Same v Same appl of 
A J Stead from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Feb 16, 1910 
Feb 24 

Cufley v Enfield, Waltham & Cheshunt Land Property Investment 
Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Eve (sitting as an 


dated Feb 3, 1910 Feb 25 

Sewell v Goyt Spinning Co ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 18, 1910, at trial before 
Mr Justice Walton and a special jury, Manchester, and cross-notice 
by pltff, dated March 41910 Feb 25 

Whinney v The Moss Steamship Co ld appl of pltff from judgt: of 
Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 7, 1910 
March 1 

Kish v Compagnie l'Union des Gaz 
Justice Pickford, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dex 
March 1 

Best v Priddy & Hale appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 15, 1910 March 1 

Gwynnes v A Fasey & Son appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Pickford, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Feb 15, 1910 March 1 

Flecknoe vy Thompson appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 19, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Gloucester March 2 

Macgregor v Peet and Peet v Macgregor and anr appl of deft from 
judgt of Mr Commr Parfitt, K C, without a jury, Leicester, dated 
Feb 11, 1910 (s o liberty to apply) March 2 

Riley v National Cash Register Co ld appln of pltff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 10, 1910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex March 2 

Denaby & Cadeby Main Collieries ld v Anson appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Feb 23, 1910 (s o Trinity) March 2 

Societe Generale v Simon & Whelon appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 20, 1910 
March 3 P 

Capital & Counties Cafés ld v Aked appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley in Chambers, dated Feb 11, 1910 March 4 

Refuge Assce Co ld v Jagger appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bray, without a jury, Manchester, dated Dec 14, 1909 March 4 

Churton v Provincial Motor Cab Co appln of pitff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 6, 1909, at trial 
before Mr Justice Ridley and a common jury, Liverpool March 4 

The Attorney-Gen, on the relation of the Valley Rural District Board 
v Jones appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Jan 27, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice Pickford 
and a common jury, Beaumaris March 8 

Percy Edwards ld v Vaughan appln of deft for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 27, 1910, at trial before 
Mr Justice Hamilton and a special jury, Middlesex March 11 

Sayers v Crutchley appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, 
without a jury, dated March 8, 1910 March 14 

Latham v Heath & Sons ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 9, 1910. at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Stafford March 17 

Lloyd’s Bank Id v C G Smith & Co Id and ors (Harry Feast, Garnishee 

James Cartland & Soneld, clmts) appl of pltffs from judgt of 

Justices Phillimore and Bucknill, dated Feb 22, 1910 March 19 

Thomas v Lyons appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 18, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Monmouth March 21 

Humphries v Humphries appl of deft from judgt of Justices Philli 
more and Bucknill, dated Feb 26, 1919 March 21 

Young, King & Co ld v Galbraith Grant ld appl of defts from judgt 

of The Lord Chief Justice, without a jury, London, dated Jan 26, 

1910 March 21 

Hayward v Puponga Coal, &c Co 


| additional Judge of the K B Div), without a jury, Middlesex, 


appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
21, 1909 


appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 4, 1910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Shrewbury March 21 





Stewart v Plummer appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 8, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Channell and a special jury, Lewes March 22 

Robinson v Carr appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 11, 1910 March 22 

Harwood v The British Equitable Bond & Mortgage Corpn Id _ appl 
of pltff from judgt of Mr. Justice Walton, without a jury, Liverpool, 
dated March 1, 1910 March 22 

Attorney-Gen v The Caledonian Ry Co (Revenue Side) appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated March 4, 1910 March 24 

Clark (Surveyor of Taxes) Applt v The Sun Insce Office (respts) 
(Revenue Side) appl of applt from judgt of Mr. Justice Bray, dated 
March 4, 1910 March 24 

Muir v Sofiano appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 16, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex March 24 

W Cory & Sons Id v W France Fenwick & Co ld appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Commissioner Scrutton, KC, without a jury, Durham, 
dated Feb 26, 1910 March 24 

Blaiberg v Calvert appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton. 
without a jury, dated Feb 28, 1910 March 24 
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Russell v Crawford appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 19, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a special jury, Middlesex March 30 

Hirschfield Bros 1d v George Simpson & Co ld appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
March 18, 1910 March 30 

Iles v Lanchester Motor Co ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 17, 1910, at trial before 
Mr Justice Darling and a common jury, Birmingham March 30 

Groombridge v Bass, Ratcliffe & Gretton ld and ors appln of pltff 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 21, 
1910, at trial before Mr Justice Jelf and a common jury, Middlesex 
March 30 

Groombridge v Bass, Ratcliffe & Gretton ld and ors appln of defts 

for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 21, 

1910, at trial before Mr. Justice Jelf and a common jury, Middlesex 
April 1 

Hobbs v Mayor, &c of Winchester appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, without jury, Middlesex, dated March 21, 1910 
April 2 

Groombridge v Bass, Ratcliffe & Cold and ors appl of pltff from judgi 
of Mr Justice Jelf and a common jury, Middlesex, dated March 21, 
1910 April 5 

Freeman v Butterworth appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated March 17, 1910, at trial before Mr 
Justice Walton and a special jury, Manchester April 5 

Fitter v Holmes appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, with- 
out a jury, Birmingham, dated March 21, 1910 April 6 

Larrinaga and ors v Schintz & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Walton, without a jury, Liverpool, dated March 9, 1910 
April 6 

The Principality Educational Co ld v Jenkins and ors appln of defts 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 
16, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice Pickford and a special jury, 
Glamorganshire April 8 

Franquet v Swiss Bankverein appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 6, 1910, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex April 14 

Clifton v The New Tivoli ld appl of pltff from judgt of Justices 
Darling and Bucknill (order of Divisional Court), dated April 8, 1910 
April 15 

Bristol Tramways & Carriage Co ld v Fiat Motors ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
April 9, 1910 April 16 

Huntley v Josephson and ors appln of deft Goldstein for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 6, 1910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex April 19 

Flower v Southampton Gas Light & Coke Co appl of applicant (in 
forma pauperis) from judgt of Justices Darling and Bucknill (order 
of Divisional Court), dated April 6, 1910 April 20 

Cockerill v The Middlesbrough Co-operative Soc ld appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Apvil 
9, 1910 April 21 

In re an Arbitration between Alfred Grech and The Seaton Shipping 
Co ld appl of Grech from judgt of Justices Darling and Bucknill 
(order of Divisional Court), dated April 18, 1910 April 22 

Parsons v Barclay & Co ld and Parsons v Goddard appln of deft 
Goddard for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
April 14, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, 
Middlesex April 22 

Shankland v Tyser appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 241910 April 23 

Troup v The Sleeping Car, &c, Co appla of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 22, 1910, at trial 
before Mr. Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex April 25 

Scarborough and Whitby Breweries ld v Sutton and Phillips ld appln 
of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
April 15, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex April 25 

Jackson v Rotax Motor and Cycle Co appl of defts from judgt of 
Justices Darling and Bucknill (order of Divisional Court), dated 
April 2, 1910 April 25 

Bennett v White appl of deft from judgt of Justices Darling and 
Bucknill (order of Divisional Court), dated April 26, 1910 April 25 

Duveen v Duveen appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 20, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex April 26 

Bower v Ebsworth appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 23, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex April 27 

Cox v Calloway appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 20, 1910. at trial before Mr Justice A 
T Lawrence and a common jury, Middlesex April 28 

Mayhew v Boyes appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 16, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex April 28 

C J Smith & Hudson v Cruickshank appl of deft from judgt of 
Justices Darling and Bucknill (order of Divisional Court), dated April 
18, 1910 April 29 


In re H P Becher, a solr The United Mining and Finance Corpn ld 
v Becher appl of Becher from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated 
April 14, 1910 April 29 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE and ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 


With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1910. 


Ayrshire—1910—Folio 13 The Owners of the SS ‘ Arcadian’’vy The 
Owners of SS ‘‘ Ayrshire,” her cargo and freight (damage) appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 17, 1910 
March 2 

Ayrshire—1910—Folio 14 The Owners, Master and Crew of the steam 
tug ‘‘ Hannah Jolliffe’? v The Owners of The Steamship ‘‘ Ayrshire,” 
her cargo and freight (salvage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 15, 1910 March 15 

Port Hunter—1909—Folio 554 The Owners, Master and Crew of SS 
‘* Ambron’”’ v The Owners of the SS ‘‘ Port Hunter,’’ her cargo and 
freight (salvage) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave 
Deane, dated March 5, 1910 March 21 

Earl of Erne—1910—Folio 181 The Owners, Master and Crew of the 
sailing vessel ‘‘ Sons of the Sea’’ v The Owners of the steamship 
or vessel ‘‘ Earl of Erne’’ appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 25, 1910 March 31 

Vanessa—1910—Folio 63 James Westoll and ors v Owners of SS 
‘* Vanessa’’ and freight (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mi 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated March 22, 1910 April 15 

Viotia—1909—Folio 369 The Owners of the Steamship or Vessel 
‘*Trelyon’’ v The Owners of the Steamship or Vessel ‘ Viotia” 
(damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, 
dated Feb 18, 1910 April 26 





FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1908. 


In the Matter of an Arbitration between Messrs. Enoch & Sons, 
Proprietors of St James’ Hall and Vert Sinkins Concert Direction 
Id and in the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1899 appl of Enoch & 
Sons from order of Mr Justice Coleridge, dated March 28, 1908 
(s o liberty to apply to restore) April 8 

Grant & Sons v Pickfords ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated May 1, 1908 (s o liberty to restore) April 12 

1910. 

Iliffe & Sons ld v Temple Press ld appl of defts from order of M: 
Justice Bucknill, dated March 18, 1910 March 31 Same v Same 
appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated March 18, 
1910 March 31 

Kais Koen Priv Oesterreichische Laenderbank v Blue appl of deft 
from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated March 12, 1910 April 5 

Reeder v Cooper appl of Curtis and ors from order of Mr Justice 
Coleridge, dated April 14, 1910 (s o liberty to apply) April 16 

In re Two Agreements between J Davis and T A Jolliffe and in re 
J Davis, a solr, &e appl of Trustee in Bankruptec yof T A Jolliffe 
from order of Mr Justice Coleridge, dated April 14. 1910 April 18 

Westcott v Boyes appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Coleridge, 
dated April 14, 1910 April 20 

Lloyd v Rartram & Sons appl of plitff from order of Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence, dated April 8, 1910 (security ordered) April 22 

Koch v Mineral Ore Syndicate (London and South-Western Bank 
ld, garnishees) appl of Garnishees from order of Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence, dated April 23, 1910 April 23 

Stenning and ors v Cadett appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Coleridge, dated April 11, 1910 April 25 

Wellington, House ld v Milligan appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Jelf, dated April 20, 1910 April 27 

Shortt v Emmott appl of vitff from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, 
dated April 27, 1910 April 28 

Burt v Allender appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated 
April 27, 1910 April 28 

Shaw-Mackenzie v The Star and Garter Hotel and anr appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Coleridge, dated April 14, 1910 April 28 

Griffiths Bros ld v Bennett appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Jelf, dated April 20, 1910 April 29 

Maconochie v Whittingham and ors appl of defts, Daily Record and 
A Forbes, from order of Mr Justice Jelf, dated April 20, 1910 
April 29 

Coull v Wyeland Specialities Manufacturing Assoc (Liverpool) ld appl 

of defts from order of Judge of Liverpool Court of Passage, dated 

April 13, 1910 April 29 


In rE THE WorRKMEN’S CoMPENSATION Acts, 1897 anv 1906. 
(From County Courts.) 
1910. 


Gold v_ Franklin appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Whitechapel), dated Jan 28, 1910 Feb 16 





In re Companies Acts, 1862 and 1907, and in re John Tweddle & Co 
ld appl of S Easten from judgt of Justices Darling and Bucknill 
(order of Divisional Court), dated April 7, 1910 April 29 


Mulholland v Whitehaven Colliery Co appl of respts from award of 
0 aaa (Cumberland, Whitehaven), dated Feb 10, 1910 
Mare 
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e v Hill’s Plymouth Co ld appl of applicant from award of County 
ah (Glamorgan, Merthyr Tydfil), dated Feb 28, 1910 March 3 
Smith & Sons ld v Healey appl of respt from award of County Court 

(Middlesex, Clerkenwell), dated Feb 25, 1910 (security ordered) 
March 17 Sao me : 

Cornish v Lynch appl of respts from award of County Court (Middle- 
sex, Wood Green), dated March 1, 1910 March 17 me a 

(jibson v Dunkerley (Lees and anr, 3rd parties) appl of Third F arties 

~ from award of County Court (Lancashire, Oldham), dated March 4, 
1910 March 21 ae 

Heaton v Irvine, Firth & Co appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Yorkshire, Keighley), dated March 16, 1910 (security ordered) 
March 22 ‘ 

Dean v London & North-Western Ry Co appl of applicant from award 
of County Court (Cheshire, Nantwich and Crewe), dated March 2, 
1910 March 22 

Canavan v Owners of Ship “‘ Universal’? appl of respts from award of 
County Court (South Shields and Jarrow), dated March 3, 1910 
March 24 2 

Hopwood v Olive & Partington ld appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Lancashire, Salford), dated March 18, 1910 March 31 

Pollard v Goole & Hull Steam Towing Co appl of respts from award 
of County Court (Yorkshire, Goole), dated March 15, 1910 April 4 

Robertson v Hall Bros Steamship Co appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Yorkshire, Kingston-upon-Hull), dated March 15, 
1910 April 4 

Doggett v Waterloo Taxi Cab Co ld appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Surrey, Southwark), dated April 4, 1910 April 11 

White v Sheepwash appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Kent, Rochester), dated March 16, 1910 April 12 

Furniss v Gartside & Co (of Manchester) ld appl of respts from award 
of County Court (Derbyshire, Glossop), dated March 23, 1910 (not 
before Trinity) April 12 

Dotzauer v The Strand Hotel ld appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Middlesex, Westminster), dated April 5, 1910 
April 22 4 : 

British & South American Steam Navigation Co Id v Neil appl of 
applicant from award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated 
April 25, 1910 April 29 
N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to April 30th, 1910. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Sittings, 1910. 
SvupPLEMENTARY List or CHANCERY Causes For TRIAL OR HEARING. 
Set down to April 30th, 1910. 


Before Mr. Justice Joycr. In re Breeds and Co ld Clement 
Retained by Order. v The Company adjd sumns 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). In ve Treherne, dec Weldon v 

Smith v Anglo-American Oil Co Treherne adjd sumns 
act (to be mentioned) In re Torr’s Settlement 

Reynolds v Ilchester act (fixed Forester adjd sumns 
for May 3) | In re Davies, dec Evans v Davies 

Lane and Chaplin v Lane act adjd sumns 
pt hd In re Dawson, dec Smith v Dew- 

Brilliant Sign Co (1907) 1d v Jones son adjd sumns 

In re Armstrong, dec Major v 
Marchison adjd sumns 

Cayford v Stevens act, counter- | In re Shanks, dec Shanks v 
claim and m f j Shanks adjd sumns 

Bastow v Denham act In re Thomas Williams, de: 

In re Wilkinson Ratcliffe v Wil- Williams v Williams  adjd 
kinson act sumns 

General Land Drainage and Im- | In re Whitehead, dec Bowman v 
provement Co v United Counties Comtessa Bing] Selvaties Esterse 
Bank ld act adjd sumns 

Savile v Bramhall Walthamstow Urban District 
pleadings Council v Brown and Vardy 
adjd sumns 

In re W Waites Jack v Strong 
adjd sumns 

In re J C Stephens, dec Mason v 
Stephens adjd sumns 

In re Perrin’s Estate 
Luxton adjd sumns 

In re Clarke, dec Clarke v Fraser 
and ors adjd sumnes 

In re Baskerville, dec Baskerville 
v Baskerville adjd sumns 

In re Robert Kay, dec Turnbull 
and anr v Newby an anr adjd 
sumns 

In re S Griffin, dec Bendell and 
anr v Griffin adjd sumns 

In re T P Hinchcliffe, dec Hast- 
ings v Hinchcliffe and ors adjd 


Torr v 


act 
Rome v Stuart act 


act without 


Causes for Trial without Wit- 

nesses and Adjourned Summonses. 

Teale v Teale act without plead- 
ings pt hd (s 0) 

In re Alfred Caton, dec Caton v 
Valcher adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Unite, dec Edwards v Har- 
rison adjd sumne (6 o not before 
May 12) 

In re Morgan’s Estate Davies v 
Morgan adjd sumns (s 0) 

Daniel v Coburn adjd sumns 
(s o until May 2) 

In re McElligott’s Estate Hodge 
Vv McElligott adjd sumns 


Perrin v 


Frean y Webb  adjd sumns 


(s oO) sumns 





In re J L Walker, dec Walker v 
Chalinder adjd sumns 

In re B Irving, dec Irving and 
anr v Balden and anr_ adjd 
sumns 

Tynte v Neale act without wit- 
nesses 

In re R A Buckley, dec Roberts 
v Buckley adjd sumns 

In re Earl of Derby’s Contract 
and In re Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Betty Norton’s Estate 
Norton v Norton adjd sumns 

In re Agnes McIntyre’s Estate 
Bryce v Larson adjd sumns 

Kemball v Guildford and ors adjd 
sumns 


Further Considerations. 
Craven v Craven fur con and 2 
adjd sumns 
In re G Wearing, dec Wearing 
v Wearing fur con 
Francis v Francis fur con 
Estcourt vy Ashbee fur con 





sefore Mr. Justice SwINFEN-E apy. 

Causes for Tria] without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 

O’Reilly v Bonney adjd sumns (to 
come on with fur con) 

In re Shanaghan’s Trusts 
Shanaghan v Shanaghan adjd 
sumns 

In re J P Robinson, dec Clarkson 
v Robinson adjd sumns (to 
come on with fur con) 

In re J Carpenter, dec In re 
Elizabeth Carpenter, dec Rees 
v Thomas adjd sumns 

Gill v J Stone and Co ld adjd 
sumns 

In re the Trade Marks Act, 1905 
In re Application of Carror. Co 
motn 

In re Watkins’ Settlement Wills 
v Spence adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Motor Industrial Engineer- 
ing Cold Calvert v The Com- 
pany adjd sumns (to come on 
with fur con) 

In re Leftwich, dec Spicer v Left 
wich adjd sumns (not before 
May 6) 

In re Chillingham Estates and In 
re The Settled Land Acts, ]882 
and 1890 adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re C Downing’s Trusts Lang- 
staff v Air adjd sumns 

In re Westwood Westwood v 
Westwood adjd sumns 

In re Morant, dec. Alexander v 
Morant adjd sumns 

In re Meakin, dec 
Caunt adjd sumns 

In re Riddell, dec Bubb v Riddell 
adjd sumns 

In re Boxer, dec Morris vy Woore 
adjd sumns 

In re Cawte, dec Cawte v White 
adjd sumns 


Llewellyn v 


Further Considerations. 
In re Tuxford, dec Tuxford v 
Woolfield fur con 
In re Nourse, dec Hampton v 
Nourse fur con and adjd sumns 
Hennige v Brambley fur con 
Gilbert v Joseph fur con 





Before Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Retained Matters. 
Motion. 

In re Shale Mining Co Urban v 

The Company 


Adjourned Summons. 
In re Earl of Stamford and War- 
rington, dec Payne v Grey adjd 
sumns 





Causes for Trial (with 
Witnesses). 


Mendelssohn v Traies and Son act 
(s o pending settlement) 

The British Thomson Houston Co 
ld v Midland Ry Co act (not 
before July 1) 

Vogt v Morse act 

Ker Seymer v Benett Stanford 
act 

In re Stainsley, dec Bentley and 
ors v Whitfield act 

In re Catford Building Supply 
Assoc Id Messers v Catford 
Building Supply Assoc motn 

T Sugden ld v Ferguson act and 
counter-claim 

Babcock and Wilcox ld v The 
Water Tube Boiler and Engi- 
neering Co and ors act and 
counter-claim 

Hudson v Stephenson act 

Webb v Webb act and m f j 

Bawden v Bawden act 

Rueter v Bradford Advance Co 
act 

Friedeberger v Davies act 

Hudson v Spencer act 

Welsh v White act 

Smith v Smith act 

Phillips v Morford act Morford 
v Phillips by counter-claim 

Butler v Rice and ors act 

Hunt, Roope, Teague and Co v 
Ehrmann Bros act 

Cooke v Rigby act 

Evans v Rees and anr act 

Crawshay v Howell act and 
counter-claim 

Barnett v The Mayor, Aldermen, 
&c. of the Borough of Woolwich 
act 

Burdett-Coutts v Ridge Parish 
Council act 

Young and anr v Toplis and 
Harding and ors act 

In re Liebhaber’s Patent, No 
17,760, of 1903, and In re The 
Patents and Designs Act, 1907 
Petition 

Sham v Horzog act 

Keary v Acme Tone Engraving Co 
act 

Robert Green ld v Slater act 

Smith v Aitken act 

Thornton and Crebbin ld v ABC 
Cab Co ld act and counter-claim 

Pierrepont v Dixon and British 
Diatoric Manufacturing Co act 

Pywell v James and Co act 

Heavey v Cail act 

Millard v Parker act 

Phipas v Callegari act 

Freeman v Robinson act 

Hawd and Spicer ld v The Dix 
tecord Co act 

Price v Spode act 

Shirreffs v Hooper act and m f j 

Dearden v Dearden’ act and 
counter-claim 

Townend v McVittie act 

Amalgamated Soc of Operative 
Lacemakers v Appleton act 

Annis v Taylor act 

Pitt v Wimbledon Corpn act 

Northrop v Weiner and anr act 

In re Walter Jackson, dec Jack- 
son v Jackson act 

Riley v Taylor act 

D Robson and Co ld v Reeve act 

Midland Ry Co v East and West 
Yorkshire Union Rys Co act 
and counter-claim 

Vickery v Collis and Sons act and 
counter-claim 

Lott v Ovenell act 

Rickarby and ors v New Forest 
Rural District Council act 

McCarthy v Seymour act and 

counter-claim 

Cridlan v Charles act 





.. a 





Oystermouth and 
Works Co ld 


Jones v The 
District Water 
act 

In re Temple, dec 
horn act 

Whitlock v Iliffe act 

The West End Advertising Agency 
v Black act 

Toomer v Busby and ors act 

Tenison v Albraham: act and 
counter-claim 

Moss v Davis act 

Jordan and anr v Eaton act 

Glover vy Hakeman act 

Howarth v Werner = act 

In re J Chivers, dec Williams \ 
Chivers act 

Heffer v Pile act 

Doxford and Sons ld v Wearmeuth 
Coal Co act 


Elliott v Pin 


Justice NEVILLE. 
Order. 


Summonse 


Lefore Mr. 
Retained by 
Adjourned 
Murray v Dixon (s 0 


ln re James Johnston, dec Mills 
v Johnston 
In ve John Harris, de Harris 


SUID 


Ridsdale Vv 


v Harris adja 
re Bunch, de 
Bunch adjd sumus 


li 


Causes for Trial (with 


W itnesees). 


Deterding v Dack act 
In re Hodgson Hodgson v Hodg 
son adjd sumns (with wit- 


nesses) 

St Mungo Manufacturing Co v 
Viper Recovering Co act 

Encinillas Mines ld v Anglo-Ameri 
can Syndicate act 

Attorney-Gen v W H Smith and 
Son act 

Deans v Chambers act 

Betts v Selfridge act (not before 
May 31) 

Same v Same act 
31) 

Cox v Vigers act 

In re Wm Brown, de 
Brown act 

Whitehead v Bartlett act 

Woolstanton United Urban Dis 
trict Council v Tunstall Urban 
District Council — act 

Fox v Astrachans Id act 

Palmer v Turner act 

Alexander v Tilley act 

Hunt v Hunt act 

Davis v Rhayadei 
Quarries kd act 

Phelan v Beck act 

Davis v Davis act 

Rush v Rush act 

Hatch v Baker act and counter- 
claim 

Addis v Dickeson act 

Lovelock v Allee act 

Munn v Fearnley Bros ld and ors 
act 
Attorney-Gen  v 
act 

Attorney-Gen vy West Ham ¢ orpn 
act 

Nister v The Cromo Transfer and 
Potters’ Co ld act 

Harrison v Berry act 

In re Thomas Watkine. dec Morri 
v Jones adjd sumn with wit 
nessee) 

Bimm v Shoppee act 

Hartnell v Pearce act 

Williamson v Luis and ors act 
and counter-claim 

In re S_ Blackshaw, dev 
Blackshaw adjd sumne 
Witnesses) 


not before May 


Ashbee v 


Granite 


Iaivester Corpn 


Supply 


i] a\ lor v 
(with 











The Brazilian Rubber P Reaidiieis 
and Estates ld (in liquidation) v 
The Estates and Industrial Syn- 
dicate Id (in liquidation) and anr 
act and m f j 

Smithe v Brooks act 


Bell v Gosforth Park Estate Co 1d 


act 
Before Mr. Justice PARKER. 
tetained Matters. 
Causes for Trial (with 


Witnesses) 
Causton v Rider and ors act and 
yunter-claim 
Carmont v The 


Patriotic Invest 


ment Corpn ld and ors act 
Wetherley and Sons v The Inter 
nat onal Horse Agen V aud kx 


change Id act so not before 
April 20) 

Hird y 

In re The Trade 
iid In the Matter of an 


tuskin College act 
Marks Act, 1905, 
Apphi 


cation, No 309,084 by the 
Gramophone Co Id act 
Iles v Besses 0’ th’ Barn Old Band 
Union ld act (s o not before 
May 24 


Mills and ors v Bourne act 

In re Jottrand’s Patent, No 28,807 
of 1904, In re Pat Lent and Des in 
Act, 1907  petn 

Stephens v Morgan act (May 31) 


Further Considerations 
Ruck 
Keene v Chaplin fur con (s 0 


e Barrar and Co Id 


In re © Barran e, de Barrance v 
Kllis fur con 
In re Goslin Larchin v Larchin 


fur con 


Adjourned 
In re Sir Samuel 


Stlmmonses 


Wilson, dee 


Wilson v Wilson adjd sumns 
so) 

Havana Cigar and Tobacco Fac 
tories pe Tiftin (T905) Id adjd 


sumneé 
In re Baxter, de 


Malling v Addi 


son adjd sumns (6 0 

In re P Collings, a Solr, and In 
re Taxation of Costs adjd 
sums 

In re Allistone, dec Allistone v 


\llistone adjd sumns 

In re Mary Williams. de Id 
wards v Williams adjd sumns 

Pinaud v'Worner adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Wilmer, dec Wingfield v 
Moore adjd sumns 

In re Peters, dec Peters v Wright 
adjd sumns 

In re Abraham Levy, dec Dight 
v Levy adjd sumns 

In re Milman’s Settlement Borth- 
wick v Mainwaring adjd sumns 

In re E Rowles, dec ‘Ward v 
Grigg adjd sumns 

In re Bevan’s Settlement 
v Bradshaw adjd sumns 

In re Park, dec Bott v Chester 
adjd sumns 

International 
Schools ld v Long 
witnesses) 

In re Weniger’s Policy and In re 
Life Assce Cos 
Court) Act, 1896 adjd sumn: 

In re C B Taylor, dec Taylor v 
Harberton adjd sumns 

In re Belfield, dec Belfield v Bel 
field adjd sumns 

In re Wilkinson, dec Thomas v 
Wilkinson adjd sumns 

In re Peppercorn, dec Peppercorn 
v Peppercorn adjd sumns 

In re Cory, dec Hawker v Cory 
adjd sumn: 

In re J Chapman, dec 
vy Pullman and or 


Sevan 


Correspondetice 
act (without 


Mountain 
adjd sumn 
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(payment into 





In re Lanclot pram enone, jun 
Major v Armstrong adjd sumns 

In re Catherine Allsop, dec. Yock- 
ley and ors v Bamford and ors 
adjd sumns 

In re Isaac Ainsworth, dec Ains 
worth and ors v Hemberow adjd 
sumns 

In re Butcher, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Gandy, de 
adjd sumns 

Hill v Fitzgerald and In re Veate’s 
Trusts adjd sumns 

In re Hoare, dec Strickland v 
Bishop of London adjd sumns 

In re Hoare, dec Fry v Stricklaiud 
adjd sumns 

In re Cook, 
adjd sumns 

In re Webster, dec Thompson v 
Thompson adjd sumns 

In re T Wagstaff, dec Wagstaff 
v Pendygrasse adjd sumne 

In re H Williams, dec Williams 
v David adjd sumns 

In re Sissons, dec Bolton v Grex 

adjd stumns 

Fulford v The 


Interest Soc Id 


Webb v Briggs 


Gandy v Anstey 


dec Cook \v Dey 


l 
wood 
In re Loom, dec 
Reversionary 
adjd sumns 


In re W Bell’s Estate Doudney 
v Wells adjd sumns 
In re H Bateman. dee Bateman 


v Bateman acdjd sums 

In re EK D Alexander’s Settlement 
Jennings v Alexander ad jel 
sumns 

Cavendish v Strutt adjd sumns 

In W Robinson, dec Robinson v 
Davidson adjd sumns 

In ve Mary Gibson and In re 
Trustee Relief Act adjd sumns 
(to come on with petition) 

In re D Brice’s Trust and In re 
Trustee Act, 1895 adjd sumns 

In re W. Watkinson, dec Watkin 

son v Foden adjd sumns 

re I} St Clair, de St Clair 

v St Clair adjd sumns 

Dixon Poynder and Abraham’s 
Contract and Vendor and Pw 
chaser Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Orr, dec Henry v Crichton 
adjd sumns 

In re John Evans, dec Leaver v 
Butler adjd sumns (restored) 

In re Trade Marks Act. 1905 In 
re Application, No 298,862, by 
Italia Fabbrica di Automobili 
motn to proceed with registra- 
tion 


li 


Before Mr. Justice Eve 
Retained ‘by Order. 
Petition. 

Exparte The Penrith Urban Dis 
trict Council (Pattison’s Mort- 

gages) 6 0 generally 


Further Considerations. 
In re Salmen Salmen v Abrahams 
fur con and sumns to vary 
In re Hamilton Hamilton v 
Hamilton fur con 


Summonses 
Gramophone Co. 


Adjourned 
Monckton v 
adjd sumns 
In re Mayor and Corpn of Londen 
Mayor and Corpn of London v 
Great Western and Metropolitan 
Rys adjd sumns 
In re Harris Harris v Harri 
sumns 


adjd 


Causes for Trial (with 
Witnesses). 
In re Toler, dec Toler v Rebow 
act 








‘Wiemen v Patz act (s o for dis. 
covery) 
In re Treherne 
herne act 
In re Pollard, dec 
Young act 

Attorney-Gen v East Surrey Wa 
Co act 

Morley v Smith act 

Wilson v Kelland act 

Brook V Auty act 

never v Middleditch a aid 
counter-claim 

De Renzy v Galindez Bros a 

Davies v Hughes act 

Frost v Richardson act 

John and Rees v George act 

In re Owen Evans, dec Huyh 
Hughes act 

Richardson v Suart act 

Suart v Richardson act 

In re Howe, dec Wilkins 
Ferniehough act and cou 
claim 

In re Rendall, de Rend 
fendall = act 

Thomas Jones v Albert Jones a 

London and North Western Ry 
Howley Park Coal and Cann 
Co act 

Hooper v Cozens act 

Steeden v Walden act 

Wells v Wells act 

Gardner v Kingston act 

(tibbs v Plumbe act 

Pomery v Pomery act 

Mosely v The Koffyfontein Mu 
ld act 

| Countess of Clancarty v MclLea 
Myott act 

King v The Medway (Upper) 
Navigation Co act 

Andrews v Young act 

In re Wootten, dec Stim, 
Wootten act 

Wallington v Roach act 

Graphic Arts v Hunters a 

Hipkiss v Fellows act 

Henry Clay and Bock and Co ld 1 
Godfrey Phillips ld act 

McCrum v Woodroffe act a 
m f j 

Shaw v Shaw act 

Moss v Delphin Same v Dennes 
consolidated actions, transferred 
from K.B. Division 

Attorney-Gen v Churchill’ ete 
nary Sanatorium Id and aur act 

In re Beale, dec Beale v Bea 
act and adjd sumns 

Macvean v Herbert Strong and 
Co act 

Newitt v Stronge 
claim 

Byles v Freeman act 

C W Faulkner and Co v John 
Farrow and Co act 

Brown v Wake and Dean ld 

Edwards v Poulter act Same 
Same and ors act 

Max Schliephak ld V Roo: act 

Lane v Stanton act 

In re S Oddy, dec 
act 

Bath v 
act 

Hoyland Silkstone Coal and C 
Co Id v The Law Car and 
General Ins e { orpn ld ict 


Treherne v Tre 


Willison 





act and counte 


Connell v Odd 


Land Co ld 


The Standard 


~— 


and Manchester 
Registrie: 

Merrick v Liverpool Corpn act 

Albiston v Lees act 

In re Howe Wilkinson v Ferni: 
hough act and counter-claim 

The Edinburgh Life Asece Co + 
Jones act 

Dean and ors v- Roe act and 
counterclaim 


Lis erpor ] 











y 








Nt 


nd 











May 7, 1910. 





_ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKL ¥ REPORTER. [Vol. 54.] 493 














Windianw Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep In CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 29. 


Baittsa Motostoc Syworcatre, Lro-Petn for winding up, presented April 27, 
directed to be beard May 10. Kelly & Co, Liverpool, solors for the petner. Notices 
of appearing must reach the above- n»mea not later than 6 o *clock in the afternoon 
of May 9; the London address fir service of the above named is at the oflice of 
Messrs. Charles Russe'l «& Co, Norfolk st, Strand, 

Cuarves Ermore, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented April 28, directed to be heard 
befo'e the court at Quay st, Manchester May )1. at 10. Grundy & Co, Marchester, 
for Evans & Vo, Liverpool, solors for the petners. Notice of aopearing must reach 
Grundy & Co not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 10. 

Gotp ,np Sitvexr Crown or Nevapa Mines, Lip (IN Ligurparton) Creditors are 
required, on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to William Henry Dunn, Willington Hoase, Buckingham 
gate 

Mexcuanr, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 7, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Williams, 1, Ade- 
laide st, Swansea, lijuidator 

NAaRmaNJA "Sreamsure Uo, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 14, to send 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or cliims, to James Henry 
Goodvear, 11, Rumford st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Sxatinc Rinks, Lrp—Petn for winaing up, presented April 26, directed to be hoard 
May 1°. Simmons & Simmons, Cheapside, solors for the petners. Notice of 
aopearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
May 9 

Tnomas Atkinson, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented March 23, directed to he 
heard at the Court Hous», Westgate road, Newcas:le on ‘I'yne, May 12, at 10. Dickin- 
son & Co, Newcastle on Tyne, solors to the petner. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 11. 

Unitep Kiyeoom Desentore Bank, Lrp—Petn foc winding up, presented April 22, 
directed t» be heard May 10. Godfrey & Godfrey, 4 and 5, West Smithfield, solors 
for the petner. Notice of avpearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock 1n the afternoon of May 9 





JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitrep In CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, May 3. 


Aston Hirroprome, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented April 13, directed to be 
heard at the Court House, Corporation st, Birmingham, May 12, at 10.30. Ryland « 
Co, Birmingham, for Kay, Blackpool, solor for Pet Co. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 11 

Boomso DrepGine Synpicate, Lrp—Oreditors are reyuired, on or before June 11, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John H. 8t. George, 9, Southampton st, Bloomsbary sq, liquidator 

Broap & Sox, Lrp—Petn for winding uv, presented April 28, directed to be heard 
May 256. Hogan & Hughes, Arthur st West, London Bridge, solors for the petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of May 24 

Davey Exvectric Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph 
Andrews, 20, North John st, Liverpool. Simpson & Co, Liverp ol, solors to the 
liquidator 

Hiproprome Mippiessrovesr (1909), Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented April 27, 


directed to be heard at the County Court House, Newcastle on Tyne, May 12. Firih | 


«& Firth, Bradford, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 11 

Jonn Speicat, Son & Co, Lrp iin Ligurpatton)—Creditora are required, on or 
before May 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Thomas Butterfield, 9, Market st, Bradford. Gordon & 
Co, Bradford, solors to the liqudator. 

Reyyoups, Soxs, & Howarp, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented April 18, directe4 
to be heard at the Coonty Court House, Mawdsley st, Bolton, on May 11, at 10. 
Haughton & Haughton, Bolton, solors for petner. Notice of avpearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o clock in the afternoon of May 10 

Spare Motor Waeet or America, Lrp—Oreditors are required, on or before July 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Harold A. Wesson, 541, Salisbary house, London, liquidator 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Futpay, April 29. 


Fuecrric ConvERsion Synpicate, Lrp, 
Dispen. Lro, 

InrerNatriomaL Car@?-Sureuinrenptne Co, Liv. 
Vivian Buos, Urp (Reconstruction). 

Hove Baiteaton Sxatina Rink Co, Lev. 
Carsswe._t, Norris & Co, Lip. 

Oxteans Moron Co, Lip. 

Opgretra Propvuctions, Lip. 

RuopentH#E Synvicare, Ltp, 
LANCASHIRE Arr Oo, Lrp. 

RussELL WHOLKSALE JEWELLERY Co, Lrp. 
Mexcuant, Lrp, 

Ecourstow Moror Can Co, Lro. 
Ratnproor Cioru Oo. Lrp, 

Naransa Sreamsuie Co, Lrp, 
Mancueean Mines, Lip, 

La Corona Copper Mintna Co, Lrp. 
Gueziren Lawp Co, Lp. 

Vacuum Cap Co, Lip 





| 
| 
| 





London Gazette.—Tugspay, May 3. 

Acme Coat Co, Lrp. 
Arava, Lip. 
ALFRED Warerwoarts, Lrn. 
San Barro.ome Sitver Leap Mings, Lrp. 
annoy Co, (Leicester), Lrp, 

L. Duckworrs, Lap, 
8 .. Mexican Estate Co, Lrp 
Ripre Gor Pavinion Co, Lrp. 
“W. BR. Mupp” Reritt Co, Lro. 
Lawson & Co. (Eaxh ESTOWN) Lrp, 
Sourn Travancore Tea Co, Lrp. 
Srgsta Care, Lrp. 
Davey Evecraro Co, Lip, 
Nroouas Sazony & Co, Lip, 
Unvevay Losos Fisaine Co, Lrp 
Taroxs Newsrarer, Lr. 





The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


May 9.—Messrs, G. B. Hritutarp & Son, at the Mart, at 2.30: Business Premises (see 
advertisement, bac< page, April 23). 

May 9.—Messrs. Jongs, Lane & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold investments (see 
advertisement back page, March 19), 

May 10. -Messr+. Hampton & Sons, at the Mart: 
advertisement, page v, this week). 

May 11.—Me-srs. Evwin Fox, Bovusrirtp, Burnetrs & Bavpetery, at the 
Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence, Valuable Life Policies, and Freshold Ground-Rents 
(see adve rvisement, page vi, April 18), 

May 19.—Mesers. Roprrt W. Futter, Moon & Fucver, at the Greyhound Hotel, 
Croydon, Freenold Shop Property (see advertisement, page v, this wee 

May 20.—Messrs. Mark Likit & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence (see 
advertiroment, psge v, this weck). 

May 24.—Messrs, Denennam. Txwson, Ricuarpson & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Warehouses (see advertisement, page v, April 16). 

May 24.—Messrs. Harsops, Lro.: Country Houses (see advertisement, page v, 
April 16). 

ay a. ~Messrs. Epwin Fox, Bousrizup, Burne:ts & Bavpevey at the Mart, at 
2: Leasehold Pr »perty (see advertisement, back page, April ea 

May 26.—Messrs. Leorvonp Farmer & Sows, at the Mart, 2: Freehold Manu- 
facturing Premises (see advertisement, page v, this week), 

May 27.—Mesera. Lestizs Marsa & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
Ground-Rents (see advertisement page v, April 16). 

May.—Messrs. Hotcomsr, Berrs & Wesr: Freehold Estate (see advertisement, back 

age, April 2). 
"tea - ot al rs, Coutims & Contins, at the Mart: Residences (sce advertisement, 
back page, April 30). 

June 8.—Messrs. 
page v, this week), 

June 17.—Messrs. HaArsops, Lrp,: Country Residence (see advertisement, page v, 
April 16). 


Freehold Shop Property (see 


Freohold Estate and 





Tro.vorg, al the Mart: Town Residences (sce advertisement, 


Result of Sale. 


REVERSIONS. 
Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & Cranrrecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No, 906) of the 
above-nameil interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.U., on Thuraday last, when 
the following Lota were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 


£9,275 :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSLONS— 
To £4,307 ... ove eve as ooo a ees Sold £1,900 
To £418. one ase wis ove cos wo one eee * £250 
To £9,668 14s. ... oon ous a aoe _ ss £5,950 


REVERSION to £2,137 1s. eee ee 5. £1,175 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crain. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, April 22. 

Baaciay, Grorce Avrarp, Teddington May 31 Jacobs & Greenwood, New Broad st 

Bassett, Carouixe, Plymouth May 24 Serpell, Plymouth 

Barreyx, Tuomas, Canterbury, Licensed Victualler May 23 Mowll & Mowill, Canterbury 

Binaury, Frances Evszanera, Rotherham, Yorks June8 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

Bincu, Groxuk Srours, Kingston upon Hull May ‘fThomp-:on & Co, Hall 

Cuark, Heurs, Deal June 24 Walker & Rowe, Union ct, Old Broad ‘st 

Co.teman, Epwarp Pircuer, Dover May14 E W & V Knocker, Dover 

Ceacrort, Bernagp Hopeson, Sparkhilt, Birmingham May 30 Jagger 

Dawes, Caaries, Huntingdon Junel Day, St Ives, Hunts 

Dowpeswett, Pruvexce, Alcester, Warwick May 3 Tunbridge & Co, Birmingham 

Ducketrr, Wivivrep, Preston May 23 WR & W Ascrofc, Preston 

Duston, Lucy, Clitton, Beds, Biker May 30 Wade, Hitchin ; 

Gayraonre, Harper, barrow in Furness, Engraver May 31 Pearson, Barrow in Fur- 
Desrs 

Gopse_u, MARGARET, Stroud, Glow June 11 Godsell, Hertford 

Gray, Magna Euizaneru, Hatcham May 18 Hawks & Co, Borough High st, South- 
wark 

Greenbank, Ricuarp Hewerson, Aberdare gdns, West Hampstead Junel Pyke & Co, 
Linco “pa s inn fields 

Harnisox, Joun, Thornton Heath June2t Wood, John st, Bedford row 

Heaays, Paruick, Willington Quay, Northumberland, Labourer June 6 Newlands & 
Newlands, Jarrow on Tyne 

Hitiyarp, Cuaries Farpericx, Huntington, Farmer June 13 Wood, York 

Honson, Harry, Rotherham, Yorks, Pawnbroker May 28 Bradford, Rotherham 

Horsratu, Jesse, Todmorden, Architect May 21 Sager, Todmorden 

Ikeson, Jostsn, Northampton, Brick Manufacturer June 24 Dennis & Faulkners, 
Northampton 

Jex, Sauvet, Lowestoft, Coach Builder May 3! Johnson, Lowestoft 

Jones, Freperick, Bridport June1 Nantes & Maunsell, Bridport 

—_ Rosert Bauce, JP, Marnhull, Dorset May 20 Moon & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
tields 

Kinc, Marcaret Isavetia, Edgware rd, Paddington 
Bristol 

Lampert, Pair Josera, Kingsdown, nr Dartford May 31 Love'l & Son, Gravesend 

Lagcké, Francis Caawrorp, Ulverstone, Tasmania, Chemist May 23 Norris & Martin, 
Devonshire sj 

Lioyp, Pennants ATHELWoLD, Mold, Flint May7 Keene & Kelly, Mold 

McLennan, James Cuarces, Thurlow rd, Hampstead May 23 Willson & Norman, 
Arundel st 

Maruek, Joux, Higher Broughton, Manchester, Chartered Accountant Junel William- 
son, Manchester 

Meek, Louisa, Newcastle upon Tyne May 23 Drury, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Mixcuis, Mary Dorr Ayng,Chelsea May 23 Miochin & Co, Laurence Pountney In 

Oakkss, Henkvey Astrox, Stowmarket May1 Partridge & Wilson, Bury St Edmunds 

Ossorne, CAROLINE, Broadstaira June 4 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Sobo sq 

Parrerson, Georce, Newton upon Derwent, Yorks, Farmer June 13 Wood, York 

Pures, Henry, Bisham, Berks, Butler May 1 Cripps & shone, Marlow 

Pike, Ricnarp Parcwirs, Swansea, Chartered Accountant May 21 Boer & Plant, 
Swanrea 

Powe tt, Many, Folkestone May 23 Gibbs & Co, Eastcheap 

ProckTER, Epwarp Corna.ius, Bearsted, Kent May 14 Tassell & Son, Faversham 

ReyNxoups, Joun, Barnyley May 26 Newman & Bond, Barnsley 


', Birmingham 


May 3) Wansbrough & Co, 


Rossoy, Mary Atice, Kingston uvon Hull June 15 Rollit & Uo, Hull 
Scorr, Mary, Batley May 21 Wilman, Batley 
Saaws, Witttam Boriter Fiertwoov, Tindharia, India June 1 Druces & Attlee, 


Billiter sq 


Siurson, Thompson, Scarborough, Builder June 4 Turnbull & Sons, Scarboro 
Tuuk.ow, Marcaret CLorron Gopragy, Beaufort st, Chelsea June 24 Grande & Co, 





Marchester 
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Witsox, James, Bolton le Sands, Grocer June 2 Punch & Robson, Middlesbrough 
Wine, Emma Lavra, Sleaford, Lincs June18 Millington & Simpson, Sleaford 
WIxi1aMs, Joun, Cardiff, Contractor May 31 Phoenix, Cardiff 


Wouvastoy, Emity Ramspex, Worthing Junel Ramsden 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, April 26. 
3AGNILL, MARY ANN, Selhurst rd, South Norwood May 23 Fitzhugh & Co, Brighton 
BEAVETT, FRANCES, Oakley rd, Southgate rd Junel James & Co, Coleman st 
BELL, GORDON, Grimsby, Painter May 27 Hewitt, Grimst 
BORRAJO, JOSEPH JAMES, Medstead, nr Alton, Hants June 1 Gibson & Co, Portugil | PARKE 


st bldgs, Lincoln's inn 


BROWNE, BEAUCHAMP DENIS, Glastonbury May 31 Corbould & Co, Henrietta st, | Park 


Cavendish sq 
BUBB, ANTHONY, Painswick, Glos May 28 Treasure, Glou 





GORNALL, ANN, Treales, Lancs May 10 Gaulter, Kirkham 


Portsmouth 
& Co, Gracechurch st HI.L, WILLIAM, Plymouth, Master Mariner May16 Bickle & Wilcocks, Plymouth 
inn fields 

JACKSON, THOMAS, Beverley, Yorks May 31 Woodhouse & Chambers, Hull 

LANHAM, FANNY, Rowlands Castle, Hants June1 Edgcombe & Co, Southsea 

LITTLEWOOD, JOSEPH HENRY, Retford, Notts June 7 Fisher & Co, Doncaste1 

MARY -JAN&#, Fulwood, nr Preston May 7 Goodier, Preston 

t, OLIVER, Moss Side, Manchester, Grocer June 1 Roberts & Dootson, Man- 

shester 

ik, WILLIAM HENRY, Wakefield, Secretary June1l Townend, Wakefield 
PERRY, HENRY ROBERT. Sinclair rd, West Kensington June7 Gill & Co, Liverpool 

ceste1 PHILLIPS, CHARLOTTE MARY, Jasper rd, Upper Norwood June 1 Thatcher, Es t 


ry Moss 














CHAMBERLAIN, FREDERICK, Upper Sydenham, Bricklayer May 16 Keen & Co, | Strand 


Seething In 


CHRISTIE, MATTHEW PHILIP, Upper George st, Bryanston sq May 31 Farrar & Co, 


Manchester 


COWARD, EDWARD MAURICE, Ascot, Barrister at Law June 1 Parkinson & Co, Man- 


chester 


ROMAN, ALPHONS MAXIMILIAN LEOPOLD, Hamburg, Merchant June 1 Crump & Son, 
Leadenhall st 

ROWLEY, ELLEN, Dewsbury, Innkeeper May 11 Ibberson & Pickles, Dewsbury 

SAMBROOK, MARY, Ystalyfera,Glam May 31 Christians, Swansea 

SHEPHERD, MATILDA, Shirley, Southampton Aug 1 Bassett & Co, Southampton 


CUNDY, JOHN GEORGE, Plaistow, Licensed Victualler June6 Maitlands & Co, Knight- | Smita, EDWARD, Pensword, nr Bristol May 31 Barnard & Taylor, Lincojn’s inn fields 


rider st 


DAVY, STEPHEN, Bocking, Essex May 21 Cunnington & (c 


DAVIES, HENRY, Cwmbran, Mon, Haulier May 21 Evans, 


DIXON, SARAH. Morley, Yorks May 31 Wooler & Co, Leeds 


FARRINGTON, Lieut-Gen LINDSAY, Lexham gdns, Kensing 
South sq, Gray's inn 
FOSTER, JOSEPH, Preston, Cotton Manufacturer May 14 


Fyson, EpWARD, Hawstead, Suttoik, Farmer May 16 Bankes & Co, Bury St 


Edmunds 


GATER, SARAH, Southampton June 1 Warner & Kirby, Winchester 


GELDER, JOHN GEORGE, Bakewell, Derby June 27 Nowell 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


Gazette London.—TvUESDAY, April 26. | 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


A.ninsow, Anye Euizaneru, Bolton, Clothier Bolton 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 } 

ALvVarEz, Evoenio, Swan st, Minories High Court Pet 
Mar 17 -Ord April 22 

Barroot, Eyxos, Hastings, Grocer Hastings Pet April 2 
Ord April 21 | 

Baoan, Cuarces, Stoke on Trent, Slipmaker Stoke on | 
Trent Pet April 22 Ord April 22 | 

3ynog, Caartes AvuGustus, Queen Victoria st, Dentist 
High Court Pet Oct 5 Ord April 22 i 

Cotes, CHar.es, Ringwood, Southampton, Grocer Salis- | 
bury Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Cotiuinepon, Reatnatp Heser, Wickwar, Glos, Mining 
Engineer Bristol Pet April19 Ord April 23 

Crocker, JonaTHAan, Catford, Paper Merchant Birming- 
ham Pet Marl4 Ord April 22 

Dawsepr, Daniet, Gainsborough, Draper Linculn Pet 
April 20 Ord April 20 

Deaytos, Emity, St Albans, Herts, Provision Dealer 
St Albans Pet Feb21 Ord April 21 

FeatTuerstone, Samvugn Witiiam, Cinderford, Glos, 
Butcher Gloucester Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

GoopenovuGn, Fareperick Joun, Farnham, Surrey, Coal 
Merchant Guildford Pet April11 Ord April 22 | 

Gray, Joun WIi.k1xsox, Scotswood, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Grocer Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 22 Ord 
April 23 

GrEENWoop, Epuunp, Dunhampton, Wheelwright Wor- | 
cester Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Guryey, Josspu Henry, Gloucester, Builder Gloucester 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Hitt, Anprew, Enfield, Middlesex Edmonton Pet Sept 
14 Ord April 18 

Hittoy, Joas Wriiiam, Wakefield, Miner Wakefield Pet 
April 21 Ord April 21 

Hvuast, Henry, Eglwysfach, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler 
Pormadoc Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Jackson, WiLLt1AM Evaar, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet 
April 21 Ord April 21 

Jouy, Feeperick Mortimer, Tythegston, nr Bridgend, 
Glam, Farm Bailiff Cardiff Pet April 22 Ord April 


Jones, Jouw, Briton Ferry, nr Neath, Glam, Labourer 
Neath Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Joy, Ropegt Epwarp, Bristol, Electrical Engineer Bristol 
Pet April 21 Ord April 23 

Kewprgick, Cuak_es, Wollaston, Worcester, Builder Stour- 
bridge Pet April 22 Ord April 22 | 

Kenny, Tuomas, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet Mar 
22 Ord April 22 | 

KIRBY, JOHN HENRY, Ongar, Essex, Chemist Chelms- | 
ford Pet Aprilz3 Ord April 23 

KIRKBRIGHT, ROBERT STONEY, Crosszates, nr Leeds Leeds | 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

KITCHIN, WILLIAM, Barduey, Lincoln, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

LANE, FREDERICK MATTHEW, Knoll rd, Wandsworth, Law 
Stationer's Manager High Court Pet April 23 Ord 
April 23 

LISLE, ROsERT, Borrowash, Derby, Gan Maker Derby, 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Lucas, ALBERT CHAKLES LEONARD, Gurnard, I of W, 
Butcher Newport Pet April2z Ord April 22 

MCCLINTOCK, THOMAS ROBERT, Liverpool Liverpool Pet 
April 9 Ord April 23 

MAIN, JOHN, Market Harborough, Leicester, Carpente1 
Leicester Pet April23 Ord April 23 

MASON, GEORGE JOHN, Abingdon, Berks, Toy Dealer 
Oxford Pet April23 Ord April 23 : 

MUSKRTT, FRANCES EMILY, Northwich, Cheshire, Grocer | 
Nantwich Pet April19 Ord April 22 } 

PURDAY, CHARLES FRANK, Beckenham, Bank Clerk High | 
Court Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

nen, See, Chesterfield Chesterfield Pet April 21 Ord 


Roots, FKEDERICK JAMES, Bartholomew close, Caketaker 
bh Court Pet April 22 Ord April 22 





| Bars, Wittiam, Niton st, Fulham Palace rd, Provision 
| 


TIESDALE, FANNY, Oakley rd, Islington May 17 Judge & Priestley, Broad st bidgs 

IOWNEND, ARTHUR POWELL, Lime st, iiat Manufacturer June 1 Sawhbridge & Son 
Aldermanbuary 

[URTON, Mary, Wood County, Ohio, USA May6 Andrews, Doneaster 

VAN WART, EVELYN MARY FRANCES, Curzon st Junel Farish & Co, Walbrook 

WELLS, THOMAS JAMES, Lymington, Southampton, Rate Collector May 24 Moore & 
Co, Lymington 

WENN, MARY JANE, Launceston, Cornwall May 31 Cowlari & Co, Launceston 

WILLIAMS, DAVID, Cardiff, Commercial Traveller May 10 Macintosh & Co, Cardiff 

WILLIAMS, THOMAS, Acocks Green, Worcester June2 Jaques & Sons, Birmingham 

WRIGHT, JOSEPH, Lincoln, Labourer May 21 Trotter, Lincola 


», Braintree, Essex 
Newport, Mon 


’ 


ton May 31 Montgomerie 


Finch & Co, Preston 


& Son, Barton on Humber 








SCHOFIELD, JOSHUA, Sett, Oldham, General Carrier Old- { Lewis, Sraoyx, Liverpool, Cabinet Maker Liverpool Pet 
ham Pet April 22 Ord April 22 April 21 Ord April 27 
SIMPSON, THOMAS, Ambleside, Westmorland, Grocer | Many, Wiittam Cuar_es, Brighton, Eating House Keeper 
Kendal Pet April 22 Ord April 22 Brighton Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
SMITH, WALTER, Bediord,Chemist Bedford Pet April 23 | Morris, Nettie Maup, Leicester, Draper Leicester Pet 
Ord April 23 April 23 Ord April 27 
STONEFIELD, Lous, Leeds, Jeweller Leeds Pet April21 | Nuyns, Harry Warkins, Cuckfield, Sussex, Baker 
Ord April 21 Brighton Pet April 27 Ord April 27 
rHORN, HARRY, Chrispst, Poplar, Butcher High Court | Ricumonp, Cuagites Sanpay, Bexley Heath, Kent, Tailor 
Pet Mar22 Ord April 21 Rochester Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
WILLIAMS, HUGH Pierce, Pontypridd, Tailor Pontypridd | Rrptey, Frank, Bridgnorth, ronmonger Shrewsbury Pet 
Pet Aprii8 Ord April 22 April 26 Ord April 26 
Woop, JoHN WILLIAM, Gorton, Manchester Manchester | Scarrr, Roserr James, Lowestoft, Confectioner (reat 
Pet April 2 Ord April 21 Yarmouth Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
3 ‘ | Srong, Georcg Cuar.es, Evelyn st, Deptford, Baker 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING Greenwich Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
ORDER DISCHARGED. Toonz, Cuagxges Linpsay, Charleville mans, West Kensing- 
HARRISON, WILLIAM FRANCIS LIGHTFOOT, Pontesbury, ton, Motor Accessories Salesman High Court Pet 
Salop Shrewsbury Rec Ord July 17,1908 Adjud _ April 26 Ord April 26 be we: 
Aug 29,1908 Anunul and Disc April 20, 1910 WakEFIELD, Horace Cuiaupe, and Ernest ALGERNON 
- ’ | WAKEFIELD, High st, Acton, Drapers Brentford Pet 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 29. April 26 Ord April 26 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Watuace, M, Birkenhead Birkenhead Pet Aprill2 Ord 
Bace, Septimus Witiiam,and Tsomas Epwarp Baca, April 27 . 
Cui " 7 “eps arnsley Pet 9, | Warren, Coarves, Shelton Lock, Derby, Painter Derby 
Ord April a" wks, Grocers Barnsley Pet April 25 Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Batsuaw, Tuomas, St Mary Axe, Manufacturer’s Agent 
High Court Pet Feb 7. Ord April 22 


WHITTAKER, Josepu, Coppenhall, Crewe, Cheshire, Confec- 
tioner Crewe Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

Wi.uine, ALbext Georce, East End, Pembroke, Grocer 
Pembroke Dock Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in 

the London Gazette of April 12: 

IRELAND, Wituiam Henry, Newton Abbot, Devon’ 

Labourer Exeter Pet April7 Ord April 7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Batsuaw, Taomas, St Mary Axe, Manufacturer’s Agent 


May 13 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st i 
Bars, Wituiiam, Niton st, Fulham Palace rd, Provision 


Dealer HighCourt Pet Mar30 Ord April 26 
Bexttey. Watrer, Manningham, Bradford, Milliner | 
Bradford Pet April 26 Ord April 26 | 
Brow & Co, Hersert A, Lower Clapton rd, Jobmasters 
High Court Pet Mar2 Ord April 26 | 
Brows, Exizasetu, Bath, Lodging House Keeper Bath | 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 | 
Ciagk, Artuur, Shaftesbury av, Piccadilly High Court | 
Pet Jan 28 Ord April 26 
Davi, Joun Fitmer, Gt Castle st, Oxford st, Electrician 
High Court Pet Mar 16 Ord April,25 


Davies, Daniet, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Licensed Dealer May 9at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Victualler Carmarthen Pet April 26 Ord April 26 BentLey, Wacrer, Manningham, Bradfurd, Milliner May 
Dozss, Mary Ayn, Birmingham, Clothier Birmingham 9at1ll Off Rec, 12, Due st, Bradford 


Brow & Co, Herseat A, Lower Clapton rd, Jobmasters 
May 9at¥2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Baroap, Cuakes, Stone on frent, Sipmaker May 9 at 3.30 
Ott Rec, King st, Newcastle, Statfs 

Cuark, ARTHUR, Shaftesbury av, Piccadilly May 1C at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Coixs, CHAKLEs, Ringwood, Southampton, Grocer May 10 

Evert, James, St Helens, Lancs, Yeast Dealer Liverpool at 12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 Compston, Riciaxp, Rishton, Lan¢ 3, Mill Manager May 

FarrinGton, Jouy, Barrow in Furness, Butcher Barrow 7at11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston ; 
in Furness Pet April 26 Ord April 26 Davie, Joun Fitmer, Great Castle st, Oxford st, Electrician 
May 10at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Evans & Co, Deptford, Dairymen May9at12 132, York 
rd, Westminter Bridge 

FeaTHeRSTONE, SamvueL Wittiiam, Cinderford, Glos, 
Butcher May 7at3 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 


Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Dopps, JONATHAN Smitu, Pickering, Yorks, Farmer Scar- 
borough Pet April13 Ord April 25 

Doxocuve, JosePH, Pontypool, Outfitter Newport, Mon 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Evans & Co, Deptford, Dairymen Greenwich Pet April 
5 Ord April 26 


Gaust, Laurzence, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet April 26 
Ord April 26 
Gereves, Henry, Chalfont 8t Peter, Gerrard’s Cross, Bucks, 
Builder Windsor Pet April26 Ord April 26 
Greex, Jouyx, Southport, Bootmaker Liverpool Pet : 
April 25 Ord April 25 GfaRDINER, JoHN, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Fish 
Hawn, Cuartes, Beaminster, Dorset, Builder Dorchester Dealer May 7at11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Pet April 14 Ord April 27 Gaust, Laurence, Leeds, Draper May 9at 11 Off Rec, 
HarpinG, AtFrep, Monmouth, Baker Newport, Mon 24, Bond st, Leeds : 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 GitumMore, Davip Norman, Wavertree, Liverpool, _f oal 
Hargis, Freperick, Wellington, Salop, Upholsterer Merchant May 11 at 11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Shrewsbury Pet April 27 Ord April 27 Liverpool 
Hart, Joun Russert, Meidreth, nr Royston, Herts, Civil | Gray, Jonny WILKINSON, Scotswood, Newcastle on Tvne, 
Engineer High Court Pet April 26 Ord april 26 Grocer May7at1l Otf Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 
Hearty, Ropesr Writ, Sheffi2ld, Boot Dealer Sheffield on Tyne 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 Green, Jonny, Southport, Buotmaker Mayi12at11 Off 
James, Geonce Artruus, Northfield, Worcester Birming- Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
ham Pet April 27 Ord April 27 Guayey, JosepH Henry, Gloucester, Builder May 7 at 4 
James, Morcax Liewettyy, Treorchy, Glam, Collier Otf Ree, Station rd, Gloucester 
Pontypridd Pet April 26 Ord April 26 Haines, Francis Ouives, Blaenavon, Mon, Grocer May 
Jenktys, Witt1AM Henry, Park Bone Works, Leigh, Lancs, llatl1l Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
General Dealer Bolton Pet April 26 Ord April 26 Hancock, Joun Ricnarv, Cadoxton, nr Neath, Glam, 
Jongs, Janes Epwaep, Wallasey, Chester, Builder Birkeu- | Labourer May7at11.30 Off Rec, Government bldgs 
head Pet April11l Ord April 27 St Mary’s st, Swansea 
Key, Joun, Hunslet, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Avril 27 | Hanis, Fxepgerick, Wellington, Salop, Upholsterer May 
Ord April 27 r | 7 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, shrewsbury ‘ 
Kippy, Joserx, Derby, Carter Derby Pet April 25 Ord | Haxt, Joun Russet Meldreth, nr Royston, Herts, Civil 
April 25 | Engineer May 10at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Kixa-Porter, Harry James, Fleet st, Advertisement Re- | Howonrn, Aubert, Long Eaton, Derby, Vanman May 7 at 
presentative High Court Pet April 26 Ord April 26 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 





GREEN, FREDERICK THOMAS, Emsworth, Hants, Butcher May 31 King & Franckeiss, 


HONE, ARTHUR JOHN, Lee Green, Kent, Pawnbroker May 24 Moon & Co, Lincoln's 
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Jawes, Morcan Lirwettyy, Treorchy, Glam, Collier May | Farrixctor, Jonx, Barrowin Furness, Butcher Barrow 


12 at 11.45 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

Jenxins, Wittram Hewry, Leigh, Lancs, General Dealer 
May 10 at3 19, Exchange st. Bolton 

Joux, Freperick Mortimes, Tythegston, nr Bridgend, 
Glem, Farm Bailiff May 7 at 12 Off Rec, 117, St 
Mary st, Cardiff 

Jones, Jouy, Britonferry, nr Neath, Glam, Labourer 
May 7 at 11 Off Rec, Government bldgs, 8t Mary st, 
Swansea 

Ketty, Jonny, Hunslet, Leeds, Grocer. May 9 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Kenprick, Caries, Wollaston, Worcester, Builder May 
10 at 11 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

Kina-Potrer, Harry James, Fleet st, Advertisement 
Representative May 10 at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, 
Carey st 

Lane, Faepsrick Matraew, Knoll rd, Wandsworth, Law 
Stationer’s Manager May 9 at12 Bankruptcy bldga, 
Carey st 

McCiintock, THomas Rosert, Liverpool May 10 at 11 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Marx, Jouxn, Market Harborough, Leicester, Carpenter 
May9%at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Mann, Wirttam Caarcrs, Brightou, Eating house Keeper 
May 12 at 10.30 Off Rec. 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Miner, Epwarp, Cudworth, Bout Dealer May 9 at 10.30 
7, Regent st, Barnsley 

Moreay, Axurrep, Sparkhill, Worcester, Plumber May 
9at11,30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, birming 
ham 

Purpay, Cuarves Frank, Beckenham, BankClerk May 13 
atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rep, Tuomas, Hoyland, Yorks, Piano Dealer May 9 at 
1030 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 

Ricumonp, CHARLES Sanpay, Bexley Heath, Kent, Tailor 
May 13 at 3.15 115, High st, Rochester 

Riptey, Frank, Bridgnorth, Ironmonger May 7 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 


ScHOFIRLD, Josuva, Sett, Oldham, General Carrier May 10 | 


at 11.30 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

SuiTrH, WALTER, Bedford, Chemist May 9 at 12 Off Ree, 
The Parade, Northampton 

Sranpex, Herrert Epwarp, Peterborough, General 
Dealer May 9at12 Law Courts, Peterborough 

Sronr, Grorce Cuarves, Deptford, Baker May 9 at 11.39 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Toone, Cuarves Linpsay, Charleville mans, West Kensing- 
ton, Motor Accessories Salesman May 18at1l1 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wakerierp, Horace Ciaupr, and Ernest ALGER.on 
WakeFikLp, High st, Acton, Drapers May 10 at 12 
14, Bedford row 

Watcot, H E, Leonard Stanley, Glos May 7 at 12 Off 
Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Wittiams, Huas Pierce, Pontypridd, Tailor May 12at11 
Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, st Catherine st, Ponty- 
pridd 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 26: - 

toss, Witt1am, New Brighton, Chester May 4 at 11 Off 

Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Baca, Septimus Witiram, and Tuomas Epwarp Baaa, 
Cudworth, Yorks, Grocers Barnsley Pet April 25 Ord 
April 25 

BENTLEY, Watter, Manningham, Bradford, Milliner 
Bradford Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Biturscuam, Heesert Sypexnam, Tudor st, Blackfriars, 
Journalist High Court PetJan 20 Ord April 26 

Bowman, WILLIAM ALFRED, High rd, East Finchley, Wine 
Merchant Barnet Pet April 21 Ord April 23 

Boyp, Maxim Beryarp Becker, Catherine st, Buckingham 
Gate, Engineer High Court Pet Jan1 Ord April 25 

Snows, Exizazeta, Bath, Lodging House Keeper Bath 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Compson, Ricnarp, Rishton, Lancs, Mill Manager Black- 
burn Pet April9 Ord April 23 

Davies, Dayiet, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Licensed 
Victualler Carmarthen Pet April25 Ord April 26 

Doprs, Mary Awyy, Birmingham, Cashier Birmingham 
Pet April 25 Ord April 26 

Doxocuvus, JosernH, Pontypool, Mon, Outfitter Newport, 
Mon Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Evert, James, 8t Helens, Lancs, Yeast Dealer Liverpool 
Pet April 26 Ord April 27 

Eyrox, Apam Tupor, Holywell Chester Pet Oct 29 Ord 

April 26 








in Furness Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Fox, Epwin Kirxeripr, c.o. Percy Noel, Solicitor, 29. John 
st, Bedford row High Court Pet Jan5 Ord April 23% 

Garpingr, Jonyn, Choriton on Medlock, Manchester, Fish 
Dealer Manchester Pet April 22 Ord April 25 

Gaunt, Laurance, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet April 26 
Ord April 26 

Gervrs, Henry, Chalfont St Peter, Gerrard’s Cros, Builder 
Windsor Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Greex, Harry Ausert, Bargoed, Glam, Baker Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Aprl 16 Ord April 27 

Greex, Jonn, Southport, Lancs, Bootmaker Liverpool 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Harpinc, Atrerp, Monmouth, Baker Newport, Mon 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

Hart. Joan Russert, Meldreth, nr Royston, Herts, Civil 
Engineer High Court Pet April26 Ord April 26 

Heaty, Ropert WivwraM, Sheffield, Boot Dealer Sheffield 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

James, Grorce Artur, Northfield, Worcester Birming- 
ham Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

James, Moran Luewewiyy, Treorchy, Glam, Collier 
Pontypridd Pet April 26 Ord April 26 


Jenkins, Witiiam Henry, Leigh, Lancs, General Dealer 


Bolton Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Kevty, Joux, Hunslet, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet April 
27 Ord April 27 

Kippy, Josera, Derby, Carter Derby Pet April25 Ord 
April 25 

Mawy, Witiiam Caartes, Brighton, Eating House Keeper 
Brighten Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Maveuan, Tsomas, Air st, Regent st, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet Augi12 Ord April 26 

Mityger, Epwarp, Cudworth, Boot Vealer Barnsley Pet 
April11 Ord April 26 

MorGay, Avrrep, Sparkhill, Worcester, Plumber Birming- 
ham Pet April 22 Ord April 26 

Mornris, Neiiie Mavp, Leicester, Draper Leicester Pet 
April 23. Ord April 27 

Nuns, Harry Warkins, Cuckfield, Sussex, Baker Burigh- 
ton Pet April 27 Ord April 27 


| Ricwarpson, Harry, Hartst, Bloomsbury, Surveyor High 


Court Pet April1 Ord April 23 


| Ricamonp, Cuarues Sanpay, Bexley Heath, Kent, Tailor 


Rochester Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
Rip.iey, Frank, Bridgnorth, Salop, Ironmonger Shrews- 
bury Pet April 26 Ord April 26 


Scarre, ALBERT, and Henry Gattoway, Bradford, Prin- | 


ters Bradford Pet April 8 Ord April 22 
Scarre, Ropert James, Lowestoft, Confectioner Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Stone, Grorce CHartes, Evelyn st, Deptford, Baker 
Greenwich Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Wa cot, Hexry Epwarp Cares, Leonard Stanley, Glos 
Gloucester Pet Mar5 Ord April 23 
Warren, Cuarrzs, Shelton Lock, Derby, Painter Derby 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Wuittaker, Josern, Coppenhall, Crewe, Confectioner 
Crewe Pet April27 Ord April 27 
Wine, Ateert Georae, East End, Pembroke, Grocer 
Pembroke Dock Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 22: 
3100p, Jonx, Hatton, Derhy, Builder Burton on Trent 
Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 17 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 22: 
Mais, Jonny Henry, Malvern Link, Worcester, Music 
Master Worcester Pet April19 Ord April19 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Hartmann, Exviza Emma, Richmond Park, Surrey Wands- 
worth Adjud Sept 24,1909 Annul April 12, 1910 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AVERALL, Henry Ropert, Gordon mans, Francis st, Acto1z 
High Court Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
Cotuins, Louis Graystox, Whitchurch, Glam, Oil Mer- 
chants’ Manager Cardiff Pet April15 Ord April 29 
Dunnett, Frank E, Twickenham, Engineer Brentford 
Pet Feb 17 Ord April 28 
Havrtx, Jouyx, Talbot rd, Bayswater, Variety Agent 
High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord April 29 
Hucues, Witi1am, Aston by Budworth, Cheshire, Puinter 
Crewe Pet April 28 Ovd April 28 
Jones, Henry, Broughton, Northampton, Grocer North- 
ampton Pet April 39 Ord April 30 





Lewis, E A Ap G, Liwyncelyn, Llandovery, Carmarthen 
Carmarthen Pet April14 Ord April 29 

Lirtie, Josern, Half Moon st, Piccadilly, Private Hotel 
Proprietor High Court Pet April23 Ord April 27 

Manseui, Samurt, Josten Ricnarp Wurrr, and WIL.IaM 
SamueL Manse, Gospel Oak, Tipton, Colliery Pro- 
prietors Dudley Pet April28 Ord April 28 ; 

Moor, Epwarp Henry, Hastings, Toy Dealer Hastings 
Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

Norr, Atrrep Scrask, West End In, West Hampstead, 
Upholsterer High Court Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Parrerson, Witwiam, Sunderland, Grocer Sunderland 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

Pickirs, GREENWoop, Spotland, Rochdale, Farmer Roch- 
dale Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Pocock, James. Fin-bury rd, Wood Green, Builder 
Edmonton Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

Pouuitt, Jousx, Ainsworth, nr Bolton, Farmer Bolton 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Porr, Cnaries James, Heavitree, Devon Exeter Pet 
April 29 Ord April 29 7 

ZawLinas, CuaRLEs ALEXANDER, Wadebridge, Cornwall, 
Grocer Truro Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

Reyyotps, Groruk Tuomas, Wellingborough, Northamp- 
ton Northampton Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Samur.s, Henry 8, Clapton, Clothier High Court Pet 
April6 Ord April 28 

Saunpers & Co, Bishopstoke, Southampton, Builders 
Winchester Pet Apm!9 Ord April 30 

Scorry, Wituram James, Norris st, Haymarket, Tailor 
High Court Pet Mar16 Ond April 28 

Taycrr, Rovest Benepict Wace, Clifford’s inn, Fleet st, 
Printer’s Agent High Court Pet Mar 17 Ord 
April 28 

Tempe, Craupe Frrnvitie, Whitton, near Hounslow 
Baker High Court Pet Feb5 Ord April 28 

Tounnecuirr, Josera, Likeston, Butcher Derby Pet April 
29 Ord April 29 : 
Unuiort, Jouy, Kingston upon Hull, Carting Contractor 
Kingston upon Hull Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
Warp, Josera, Stretton on Dunsmore, Warwick, Carte 
Coventry Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

FIRST MEETINGS 

AVERELL, Henry Ropert, Gordon mans, Francis st, Actor 
May 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bac, Septimcs Wituiam, and Tuomas Epwarp “Baaa, 
Cudworth, Yorks, Grocer May 12 at 10.30 Off Ree, 7, 
Regent st, Barnsley 

Baryes, Tuomas Everett, Marple, Cheshire, Plasterer 
May 12 at11 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, 
Stockport 

Bowman, Witt1am ALraep, High rd, East Finchley, Wine 
Merchant Mayll at 3 14, Bedford row 

3nown, Evizaneru, Bath, Lodging House Keeper May 11 
at12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Co.ursapox, Reainatp Hener, Wickwar, Glos, Mining 
Engineer May 11 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

Coox, Jos1an, Burnham. Somerset, Commercial Traveller 
May 11at11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Davies, DanrEL, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Licensed Vic- 
tualler May 11 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 
marthen 

Dores, Mary Ayn, Birmingham, Clothier May 11 at 11.30 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Kirmingham 

Dopps, Jonaruan Smiru, Pickering, Yorks, Innkeeper 
May 13 at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

Do.utna, Jouny Epwarp, Swansea, Tinsmith May 12 at 
11 Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary’s st, Swansea 

Fascort, WiLu1am, Coventry, Butcher Mayllatil Off 
Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

Fareinoron, Jounx, Barrow in Furness, Butcher May 13 
atll Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Gerves, Henry, Chalfont St Peter's, Gerrards Cross, 
Builder Mayllat 12 14, Bedford row 

Green, Harry Avbert, Bargoed. Glam, Baker May 11 at 
12 Off Rec, County Court, Townhall, Merthyr Tydfil 

Harty, Jonny, Talbot rd, Bayswater, Variety Agent May 
12 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hucurs, Wituram, Aston by Budworth, Chester, Painter 
May 11 at 12.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Husst, Heyry, Egiwysfach, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler 
May 11 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Esstgate row, Chester 

James, Grorce Artuue, Northfield, Worcester May 12 at 
11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191,Corporation st, Birmingham 

Joy, Rosert Epwarp, Bristol, Electrical Engineer May 
11 at 12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Kippy, Josep, Derby, Carter May 11 at1l Off Rec, 47, 
Full st, Derby 
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Kitcnen, Witiiam, Bardney, Lincs, Farmer May 12 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 10. Bank st, Lincoln 

Letneriper. Eocar Haroip, Plymouth, Butcher 
at 3.30 7, Buckland ter, Plymuuth 

Liste, Rorert, Borrowash, Derby, Gun Maker 
11 Off Rec, 47, Full at, Derby 

Littver, Joseeu, Half Moon st, Piccadilly, Private Hotel 
Proprietor May 1lat12 Bankiupt-y bldgs, C st 

Mason, Grorae Jouy, Abingdon. Berks, Toy 
May 12 at 11.30 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Moor, Epwarp Hewky, Hastings. Toy Dealer May 12 at 
3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Morais, Neviiz Mavup, Leicester, Diaper 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Nort, Atrrep &crasz, West End In, West Hampstead, 
Uphbolsterer May llat1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Nunys, Hasry Watkins, Cuckfield, Baker May 12 at 259 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Porr, CHag_es James, Heavitree, Deyon 
Otf Rec, 9, Bedford circus, ¥ xeter 

Pyke, Jonny, and Artruur Joun 
Tawton, Devon, Auctioncer M 
Hart Hotel, Okehampton 

Reynoips, Grorak Tromas, Wellingborough 
11 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Samuris, Henry 8, Newick rd, Clapton, Clothier 
at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Scarrr, Rorerr James, Lowestoft, Confectioner 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Scorry, Wiit1am James, Norris st, Haymarket 
May 18 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, C_ rey st 

Simvson, Tuomas, Ambleside, Westmorland, Grocer 
12at4 Commercial Hotel, Kendal 

Smirn, Grorcr Byxon, Chadwell Heath, Essex, Baker's 
Manager May l2at 3 11, Bedford row 

Tayier, Ropert Benepicr Wacitnr, Clitford’s inn, Fleet st, 
Prioter’s Agent May 19 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Temp_r, CLraupr Ferxvittr, Whitton, nr Hounslo 
May 1%at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wuirraker, Josrva, Coppenhall, Crewe, Confectioner 
May ll at 12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Wicutmay, Witttam, Vernon ter, Long In, East Finchley, 
Stone Mason May 12at12 14, Bedford row 

Witiine, Atrert Gionue, Pembroke, Grocer 
12.45 Off Rec, Carmarthen 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AVERELL, HENRY ROBERT, Gordon 
Actor High Oourt Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

BLow, HERBEKT ALEXANDER, Lower Clapton rd, 
master High Coart Pet Mar2 Ord April 28 

CHURCHILL, FLORENCE HENRIETTA, and EDITH 
BROWNSTONE, Derby, Milliner Derby Pet 
Ord April 30 

HARRIS, FREDERICK, 
Shrewsbu:y Pet April 27 Ord April 29 

Horr, Percy LAK#, Brighton, Medical 
Brighton Pet April12 Ord April 29 

KING-POTTER, HARRY JAMES, Fleet st, Advertisement 
Representative High Court Pet April 26 Ord April 
27 

MEREDITH, JOHN MORGAN, 
Licensed Victualler Carmarthen 
April 28 

Moor, EDWARD HENRY, Hastings, Toy Dealer 
Pet Apri! 28 Ord April 28 

PATTERSON, WILLIAM, Sunderland, Grocer 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

PICKLES, GREENWOOD, Spotland, Rochdale, Lancs, Farmer 
Rochdale Pet April29 Ord April 29 

Pocock, JAMES, Finsbury rd, Weod Green, 
Edmonton Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

PoLuitt, Joun. Ainsworth, nr Bolton, Farmer 
Pet. April 29 Ord April 29 

VoPE, CHARLES JAMES, Heavitree, 
April 29 Ord April 29 

RAWLINGS, CHARLES ALEXANDER, Wadebridge, Cornwall, ! 
Grocer Truro Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

REYNOLDS, GEORGE THOMAS, Wellingborough 
on Pet April 29 rd Arril 29 

ScoREY, WILLIAM JaMES, Norris #t, Haymarket, ‘Tailor | 
High Court Pet Mar16 Ord April 30 | 

SORGOUDJE. BoGHOS, Westbourne ter, Bayswater High | 
Court Pet Feb 17 Ord April 28 | 
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TuNNECLIFFE, JOSFPH, Ilkeston, Derby, Butcher Derby 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

ULLIOTT, JouN, Kineston upon Hull, Carting Contractor | 
Pet Apri! 28 Ord April 28 

WARD, JOSEPH. Stretton on Dursmore, Warwick, Carter 
Coventry Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

WIGHTMAN, WILLIAM, Long Lene, East Finchley, Stone 
Mason Barnet Pet Feb 11 Ord April 2° 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLFED. 

McGOWAN, JOSEPH, Padiham. Lanes, Carter 

Adjud Sept 3, 1900 Annul April 25 


| 
Black burn 





Telephone: 602 Aloivora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT | 


Founpep IN THE Reian or Witr1am & Mary, 1689, 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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Turkey 
Carpets 


| HE finest collection 
in the world. 4,000 

always in stock at 
the lowest possible prices. 


Comparison proves it. 





Write for Quotations, 


MAPLE & CO 


TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, 
LONDON 


Buenos Aires 
Smyrna 


Paris 














‘ORIENT CRUISES 


FOR WHITSUNTIDE 


TO 
By Twin-screw Steamer 
“ OTRANTO,” 
12,124 tons Register, 
LEAVING LONDON 
13th May, 
Arriving Back 30th May. 


PORTUGAL 
BALEARIC | 
ISLANDS | 
SPAIN 
MOROCCO « | 
GIBRALTAR | 


17 Days for 15 Guineas and upwards. 


NORWAY The ss. “OMRAH” and 


~ “OPHIR” will make a 
series of Cruises to Norway, commencing 24th 
June, 15th and 30th July, 13th and 27th August. 
Managers—F. GREEN & CO., and ANDERSON, ANDER- 
SON & CO., Fenchurch-avenue, Londov, For passage, 
apply to the latter firm, at 5, Fenchurch-avenue, E.C., or 
the West-End Branch Office, 28, Cocks,ur-street, 8S.W. 





LAW ASSOCIATION, 


| For the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the 


Metropolis and Vicinity. 
InsTITUTED 1817, 7 
Supported by Life and Annual Subscriptions and by 
Donations. 

This Association consists of Solicitors residing and prac- 
tising in the Metropolis or within the Bills of Mortality, and 
its objects are (amongst others) : 

To grant relief to the Widow and Children of any 
deceased Member, or if none, then to other relatives 
dependent on him for support. 

The relief afforded last year amounted to £1,460. _ 

A subscription of One Guinea per annum constitutes a 
Member, and a payment of Ten Guineas membership for 
life. 

Application to be made to the Szcrerary, E. Evelyn 
Barron, 3, Gray’s-inn-place, Gray’s-inn, London, W.C, 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, (LiMiTED. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 
FETTER LANE, LONVON, E.C. 





| lane, W.C. 


AW REPORTS. — For Sale the Law 
} Journal Reports, Statutes, and Digests from com- 
mencement to 1865,and the Weekly Reporter from com- 
mencement to 1906,.—For terms apply to Evan Lake 
Solicitor, Gravesend. . 


WANTED, Nos. 3, 4, and 6, Vol. 51, 1906, 

also No, 2, Vol. 52, 1907, of the Soxtorrors’ 
Jovenat. 6d, will ve 
at the Office. 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENT required of 

_ £1,000 per annum, sscared on City property.— 
Particulars to Box 700, “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Caancery- 
No Agents. 


_ wer >ATN . 
PPREEHOLD GROUND-RENT, of about 
J £1,000 per annum, Required. City property pre- 
ferred; also parcals secured upon property in Western 
or South-Western districts, for fund of £3,000. - Parti. 
culars t? Gasket & Uo., 81, Charch-street, Kensington, 
W. Telephone, 150 Western, 





paid for eacn copy of the above, 











| es SALE, under cost, £4,950.—Exceed- 
' ingly well-built and beau‘ifully-fitted vountry 
House, in one of tne prettiest and hishest parts of 
Kent, Cannon-street 40 minutes ; might Let Unfurnished. 
—Address, J. C., “*Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery- 
lane, London, W.C. 





SOLICITORS’ or Parliamentary Agents’ 

) Offices to be Let, 13, Queen Anne’s gate, West- 
minster. Two rooms communicating, ground floor, with 
own lavatory accommodation; one rom, first floor; 
whole specially welllighted.—Apply, Bourcurgr & Co., 
13, Queen Anne’s-gate, Westminster. 


‘ITY OFFICES. Suburban Auctioneers 

/ Require One or Two Rooms (or use of same) ; 
moderate rent.— Address, 8. C. O., at Horncastle’s, 
Cheapside, E,C. 


IRST FLOOR OFFICES, facing N.L. Rly. 
9 Statior, over busy Auctioneer’s Offices; good 
scope ; rent 15s. 64. weekly, or lease would be granted.— 
Avpvly, W_Srevens, F.A.I., Auctioneer, opposite Dalston 








| Junction, N.E. 








~/ PANISH.—I egal and other Documents 
Translated into English.—Apply, Mr. Wyndham A. 
Bewes’ C.egk, 3, Temple-gardens, E.C. Holborn 4727. 





Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


BY AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKSand FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Saage Centiricates, Desentures, &c., engraved and 
printed. Ovvicia. Sas designed and t 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
RICHARD FLINT & CO., 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 


498, FLEET STREET, —— , B.C, (corner of 
: ). 


Serjeants 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 








| HORSEY, SUNS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 


Established 1807. 


AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
oF 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 


Telegraphic Address—“‘Futien, Hornsey, Loxpox.” 
‘Telephone No. 249 City. 





TO THE LEGAL PROFESSION. 
MESSRS, 
y NIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLEY under- 


take the SAU of Valuables for the P.ofession. 
Solicitors baving vo realise clients’ property are invited 
Lo Cunsuli the svove, whose tures great galleries are open 
Gaily. ‘there is nu bevter market for the ais posal of 
FAMILY JEWELS, OuD SiLVEH, FORNITURE, 
PiCLTURES, Engravings, Libraries, Coms, Medals, Lace, 
Furs, China, Musical Inst:uments, Stumps, bronzes, 
Sculpture, Guns, Curios, Wines, Cigars, aud other pro- 
perty. Sules held in private resi .cnces and Traae Stucks 
suld on owners’ premises in town or country. Prompt 
settlements. 

VALUATIONS for Fire Insurance. Knight, Frank, & 
Rutley’s signed Inventory and Valuation of the Conteuts 
ot @ house 18 @ needful adjunct to ali Clients’ Policies. 
Valuations for Estate Duty, Division, &c. Sale and Letting 
ot Townand Country Properties. Fundsalways avaiable 
for Mortgagors at short notice. Rating Surveys for Assess- 
ment Committees. Property Surveys and Dilapidations, 
&c,—9, Con duit-street, and 234, Maddox-street, London. 











